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This. report is Fhe fourth volume of a series documenting a study.
df éi;ernative scndols in American education, sponsored by the National
Institute of Education under Contract B2C-5326. There are six other | ?
. volumes in the .series, all published or forthcoming under the general . '
title, A Study of Alternatives in American E&hcatton. .

@ a. - )

Vol. T: Dzstrzct Polictes and the IMpZementatzon of ' ' 'é
- Change’ by G' Bass, R"2170/1"NIE' f
Vol. 1I: The Role of the mencqpal, by M. Thomas, R
' R92170/2-NIE. . R
Vol. III: Teachérs' Ebspanaes to AZternatzves, by . e
3 . Re Rasmusaen, R-2170/3-NIE. ' '

Vel. V. Dmverszty in the Classroom,' by P. Barker, .-
T. K. Bikson, and J« Kimbrough, Rr2170/5-NIE.v

Vol. VI: Student Outcomes"m Alum Rock, 1974-1976,
by F- Jt§ Capell, R-2170/6"NIE'

Vol. VII. Summary ‘and Policy IMpchatzons, by D. Weiler, .?
. R-2170/7-NIE. : .
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Study Background

This study had its origins in 1972. In April of that year, t:he T s
Office of Economic Opportunity (OEQ) funded an education voucher demo .QE
_stration in Alum Rock, Cslifornia, and awarded a: study and evaluatigh
:contract to The Rand Corporation. Voueher systems require that fun 8 s
for education be distributed directly to families in the form of cer- e T
tificates, which families can then use to purchase education at schools
of their choice,1 The government ‘wished to test a voucher “’ael that-

¢

1Findings for the first year of the voucher demonstration (1972-73) . gt
are reported in Daniel Weiler et al., A Public School Voucher Demon- . -
stration: The First Year at Alwm Rock, The Rand -Corporation, R-1495-NIE, ’
June 1974, 4 vols. Alum Rock 1s an independent elementary school dis~
trict in San Jose, California. -~

17 . -
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. by Grants to“Parents, Cambridge, Mass., December 1970.

designed to protect and advence the interests of disadvantaged families.

But the OEO agreement ‘with Alum Rock did not require immediate imple-

mentation of this model. In lieu of-private schools participating in

the demonstraticn, Alum Rock was to encourage parent choice and stimu- - -

. late competition between schools--two key objectives of the voucher plan--

by creating multiple programs withia the public schools. Parents wonld
be informed about their options and encouraged)to‘select the programs
they preferred for their children. Alum Rock and OEO agreed that this
"public schools only" model was to be a "transition'.toward a more‘comr ’
plete voucher demonstration, and OEO continued to seek additional demOn-
stration sites for a more .extensive test of the voucher, idea. The

demonstration began in September 1972 with six schools, organized as

:tgenty-two "minischools" offering a variety of educational approaches.

By the end ¢f the second year of the'demonstration--spring 1974--
sponsorship of the voucher program had been assumed by the National
Institute of Education, The transition to a full-scale model in Alum
Rock had not taken place, and no new sites _had joined the demonstration.
Rand and .NIE agreed, however, that while a more complete voucher test

might still be arranged in Alum Rock or eisewhere, the existing demon-

"stration was of interest in its owm right: Thirteen public schools

were offering forty-five program options to parents.zl In effect, AlGm
Rock was testing a variant of an innovation-that a number of observers
had argued»could improve the quality of public, education»-alternative

schools. . . >

°

It was‘agreed that while the main study would continue to concen—
trate on Alum Rock in 1974-75, a small side study would Be under taken

%.

to ervplore he nature of the alternative schools movement in other dis- '

tricts. This stud& identified a number of ateas where further analysis

Ihe "regulated compensatory" voucher model was originally proposed
in a 1970 study commissioned by OEQ. See Center for the Study of Public
Policy, Education Vouchers: A Report on Finareing Etementdry Education

. 2There were at one time more-than fifty minischools available to
participating parents, in fourteen demonstration schools. Ten Alum Rock
schools -never joined the’ ,demonstration. o

- C. ' v . -
. -iv- . - .
.- . " . - . ) . ‘:' . .;"° -‘ .
incluaed competing public and private schools, with complex regulations ‘a/

L
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might yield a better understanding of the issues associated with im-, ¢
plementing alternative schoolss Many of these’ issies had already sur-
faced in Alum Rock, - ; ) e R
By the -fourth year of the demonstration (1975-76), prospects for
creating-a more.comprehehsive test of the voucher model had diminished
appreciably, while the work that had alreagz;been.accohplisheduin,Alu@
Rock constituted a useful base for .a mbdest:comparatiVe gtudy of alter-
native schools. Accordingly, some project resources were shifted in.
that:year toward the study of three new sites where altermative schools
*were being tried: Cincinnati, Ohio; Eugene, Oregon, and Minneapolis,
Minnesota.I Data collection from these sites a‘r Alum Rock was com-

pleted in“l976 77. .

Alternative Schools

e,

Alternative schools or educational programs--variously defined--
can now be found in perhaps one out of every four school districrs in
the countrV.2 These schools and programs serve a number of different
client groups, offering some form of teaching style and method or cur-
ricu]um content differing in importdant respects from, the mainstream of
educational programs in those districts. They have-been created in re-
sponse to a variety of social and political pressures, and are usually

designed to meet some or all of the following objectives.

- . % ) -

.D. * . -. b -

o Social ﬁquity:' Extending to all parents the right to

choose among educatjonal alternatives that they consider
best suitedafot,their children, and/or reinforcing area- -
or district-wWide desegregation plans by providing "magnet"

proegrams.

-
.

°

1Criteria ard methods for site selection are discussed in Chapter I
of Vol. I-in this series:’ Dzstrtct Palzczes and the Ihplementatton of
Change, by G. Bass.

) 2National Schcul Boards Association, Alternattve Sbhools Research
. Report 1976-3, Evanston, Illinois, 1976, p. 5.

hd
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e B s o - Accountability. ‘Creating schools that, are more directly - oo,
: _.' . . - -responsive to narent -and student desires and needs, and e

L. . "7 mdfe visible afid open regarding their educational operatians. .
0 Incentives To Innovate:"Providing expanded opportunities | ': o

f ' . " for teachera and" administrators to offer rew and different
_ . ; e . educa“ional programs, where rewarda for sv"cessful innova-_
R e U ‘_ tion are tied in part to extrinsic eValuationa of success ' AR o
(parent and szudent demand) ratheruxhana(exclusively) to
intrinsic criteria (adminiatra.or and colleagué approvai)
: o ‘“Diversitz. Introducing program variety on the: assumption _
. _ :_ that a uniform approach to éducation may béfigeffieient whete '_-5:§
s ) the student clientele is socially aud ethnically diverse, . ) s
' - with a range of skills. and interests that should be;matched \ ..

to appropriately- varied educational opportunities.

.
L4

o Constituency Satinfaction."Increasing student, parent;——— - i

teacher, and community satisfaction with the educational
- system, both as ardesirhblé social’ goal in itself and as . .
the means to other desirable obje objectives. increased s6cial © gﬁi
stability in the schools,.greater parent support of school .;
- - activities, and nore'community willingness to provide finan-
o cial support for education,
» o improved Student Outcomes. Improving student cognitive and

/ '\_ noncognitive growth through better matching of students to
programs, through improved teacher and administrator incen-
tives to innovate, and)through greater system accountability.

" .
- . . ,
: . % . 2

3 . 2] -
' For the purposes of this study, an-alternative school or program-

" 18 defined as having at least three essential characteristics:’
o It is an educational proéram that i3 distinctly different in
some way frem the-majority of-programs,inftnat district.

. o It is available to students on a voluntary basis.
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o Itisa full-time educational program,
L : . R

s e . a . -

- The study is confined to altexnatives that meet this definition,1
4 . . v ., e ° N :. .-

o, . > ..
‘

" ;. Study Goals and Constraints _ oL e S

", As noted, this study had' its origins in Rand's evaluation. of the

voucher demonstration in Alum Rock. In that district, raﬁid and com- f.'. o

plex changes in organization and procedure raised many/au’ﬁtions about—-
" the problems that a district might encountef in attempting to implement -

" a system of slternative schcols. These questions became: the main focal

points of the research, ‘as hypotheses generated on “the basis of Rand'
study of Alum Rock werg, tested against the experiences. of other dis- Cor
tricts that have triad somé version.of an alternative schools program.

* We asked. ‘What district strategies are most likely to lead to the suc-
cessful implementation oﬁ alternatives under diffevent circumstances?
What are the effects«of alternative programs-on teacher behsvior, and
how do teachers influence the “outcomes of. such programs? - ‘What role
does--or should--the school principal play? - How db parents react--do -
they understand their .choices? If so, how do they, exercise their op-

_ tions? Is resl diversity possible within the public schools, with_the

many internal and external pressures to conform to a common program? :

" &4 - The seven reports in this study address these and related questions.
The study is aimed at practitioners and community groups who may be con-
templating the initiation of alternative schools, and at state and fed-
eral policymakers who may be asked to support alternatives and would
1ike to be aware of the obstacles and opportunitieo that this innova- o

tion can creste. : )
) The study draws no- conclusions about the relative desirability of
alternatives; this is a value judgment that citizens and professionali-

v -

lln practice, we were obliged to select districts for the study .,
on the basis of claimed and appavent program distinctiveness, the -ex-
tent -of actual distinctiveness was then treated, as an issue to be ex-
plored in the course- of the analyses. A discussion of’ the recent
history of the alternatives movement will be found im Chapter I of
Vol. I af this series. .

[ -
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".an analysis of'student outcomes in Alum Rock and a final report'pro- T .

‘Eacﬁ report begins with a aimilar discussion of study methods and study ; .
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must make on the basis of what they_wani from their schools. Thus,

,althoug\~individua1 authors have tried to make their ‘owm normative
positions clear, nothing in these reports 'should be interpreted as v

'representing a Rand position on alternatives as an innovation in public

education. Nor is this an evaluation: We have studied four districts
to gain insight into common (and uncommon) problems; nothing in these
reports should‘be construed as presenting evaluative judgments about
the advisability or wisdom of amy district policy. Finallyg this study
is not.an assessment of the educational impact of alternatives onastu-
dents? With ‘the exception of Alum Rock=~a unique case--the study did
not have access to the longitudinal student outcome data that would
have to be analyzed to mgke ‘such* an assegsment. o .

The study utilizes a small purposive ‘sample that was designed to . .,

s¢leet -sites where an important effort hAd-been made to implement al-

.ternatives. - For, ‘reasons explained in a number of the repor..ts, we be-'
' lieve “that it is legitdmate to- assume that many-of the study's findings °

will have wide applicability. Nevertnvless, the reader should bear in PR
mind the limitéd and selective nature of this sample when considering .
the generalizability of study‘results. Yo ' - o

B .
T . . . W

* Organization of the Study . _ Toa

AN - e [

The study findings are organized as a series Sf reports on the
issues of implementing alternatjves from the perspectives of major
parxicipants. district administrators, principals, teachers, and 1
parents. A fifth report focus_ on _the extent of program diyersity!l
achieved if the Alum Rock ministhool system, a sixth ‘report presentsl

L
vides an overview‘of the entire study. 'The reports are' related ‘but -
;each is also designed to be read as an independent study. The reader <
who qpmpletes the entire series will therefore notice some redundancy. - .

site.settings. There is also some inevitable overlap in the dlscussion
of key ,issueg, since a report that deals with any part of the educational

system ‘must ta some extent discuss other aspects of.the,system as well,

LY NN




. -ix= . _ .
1 S : ~ \ ' B
;ic i *  Thus, for example, the report that focuses .on the role‘of the prineipal ’ 7
can hardly avold discussing the views of teachers, and vice versa., In
the interest of writing reports that are independent research documents
as well as part of a general study topic, we have made no attempt to

eliminate these redundancies. : 7 )

Since 197°. this study has produced 39 informal Working Notes for
client (OEO and NIE) use, mostly on selected aspects of the Alem -Rdck
demonstration. These documents, ‘together with project Administrative ’ <

- Reports and original materials (documentary materials, surveys, and
field notes) form an extensive primary -and secondary data base, which
has been ‘drawn on as needed:by thé authors of study reports, 1arge1y

<. without specific citation. Where it is appropriate to calls the reader's

; . attention td a particilar source of evidence in the informal secondary 4

- ' materials, the latter are cited as unpublished papers: These and re- :

: , lated unpublished materials are available from .the National Institute-

of Education. ' .
. . The introdu;tory chapter. of each report in the series .provides

- further details about the particular focus, methods, and limitations
<

e

of that report

Daniel Weiler
Study Director t .
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SUMMARY ' .
L . . k ) . o ) 4
¢, - In recent yeata, nany public schools have broadened the number N

’ voand ‘kinds of,ilternative progtama they offer, and at the same time
: they hawe increased parents' opportunities to choose ptograna’for their
4 .chiIdten, or for older students to aelect their owm coutaea. At least
7 . “four arguments have been advanced to justify this increaaed family
L) ')choice in achool¥n3° .
'J First, some 'choice schemes are devicea for giving parents more _ §
control over echoola- the aaaunption is that student perfotnance will ‘j
inptove if teacheta work hardex, and that teschers will work hatdet :?
if they cén be caat into a competitive market artangenent. ) :f

- 7 . Second, creating alternatives and letting parenta choose schools
may serve as an “institutional safety valve" in comm ies that have -
: groups who hold different and conflicting objectives for-the public ’

schools. ~ - : : o '%
Thitd empoweting parents to make schooling decieiona may reduce ] I

[
-
ao

?f;, < s feelings of powetlessneas-alienation-and hence may increase their -

P ’ patticipation in theit children's schooling, which in turn could lecad “ ;f
. to improved student performance.c' . T v ]
S Fourth, allowing parents to select different educational programs )

may maximize the overall performance of students in the school district,

if the parents do a better job than the schools of matching children's

. learning styleé'with instructional arrangements that naxinize learning. . x
; - -0f course, this assumes that teaching methods vazry from school to o
: school and that thete are significant interactions between 1earning

¢

styles and teaching methcds.

< Critical Issues -

&

<

Increasing family choice~1n schooling raises certain thorny issues a3
that can be summarized as follows: ’
él“ . o First, are parents motivated and competent to make intelligent
; choices among competing educational azlternatives? Information levels

°




. . - 3

providé a minimal index of decisionmaking competence, since it is.
impossible to make intelligent decisions without adequate information
about one's- alternatives, ~
. Qecond what kinds of schools do parents pick when they have free
gchoices, and what‘are the factors that influence-parents' choices?
Do parents"pick classrooms on -the basis of educationally relevant
‘ differences ‘between the'alternatives, or are they overly influenced
“by glib claims or irrelevant features of the ‘schools? ’
Third is segregation by race,, sex, or 'social class exacerbated-
or attenuated by allowing parents to choosegschools, and whatizre the
.social implications of these individual decisions? These are the

¢« kinds of questions that this report considers. ’ . 7

o ' R Data Sources ..

-

. California) Elemehtary Education Voucﬁer Det nstration, a five

ar,
project funded initially by the 0ffice of Economic Opportunity zgd
o*;

later by the.National Institute of>Educstion. During the first four
years.of the demonstration, parents could choose minischool programs

.f? for their children and had choices hoth within and between neighbor-

h«od schools. Each voucher school (there were.eventually 14 out of

24 district schools) -covered three'to ﬁiye minischools,.and parents

could choose minischools 4n any voucher school; free éransportation_

was provided’forlstudents .who attended'nonneighborhood schoclsA 80

he various hdnischools represented aBbut equal cost alternatives . ¢;:'f

-
. .
z . N . ,_ .,\ » [ .

for.all parents. -

=,

The, data were analyzed in a: quasi-experimental design that com-

-pared three treatment gfoups. oZd vouaher parents, those who hadk,\

. choices from,fhe beginning (Year lirof the demonstration, new voucher .

<

' - parents,,those who»had choices beginning in Year 2 of the demonstra=

‘!
tion, snd “the comparison group of nonvoucher parents who-had no choices

until Year‘S when the ontire district shifted to a limited open ) ot

~ -

enrolrment plan. o o v e R
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Two-other sites>provided'some additional data. \Qhe Southeast
Alternatives (SEA) project, -an open enrollment plan in’ Minneapolis,
and the Mamaroneck (New York) "schools within gchools" system provided
an opportunity to test the egternal validity (generalizability) of the
Alum Rock findingsﬂ y ~ . . °

’

Findings ' ”

The results of these analyses can be summarized in the form of
propositions about parents behavior in. family choice schooling -
systems' Only those propositions that ‘were supported by the available

data are: summarized here"

,l. Parents in an alternative education system vary widely in
their a;areness of their schooling alternatives and in the accuracy .
of ‘their information about the rules governing choice. Specifically, ‘" -
information levels are higher among socially advantaged families; and
parents educational background is an especially importaﬁt factor.

"2 Over time, the differencﬂs between parents' information
levels are reduced as parents gain more experience with the -choice
system, given that the rules of the system stay relatively.constant.

e 3. Regatdless-of educational'background mothers are more involved
" in schooling decisions than.fathers are, if who signed the program

selection caéds is any indication of involvement. In intact families,

fjf'-%.. mothe*n were four times as likely as fathers to sign.

f}.f). L; ‘Less educated fathers, .those with a high school education or
;fi; Lk lesa: apoear to be somewhat more involved with their sons' education
ifh“““flif ' ~wthan with their daughters . ‘~hv . ~

© 7. 5. More educated families-have more sources of information than °

others. - - e ) -

6. In learning abouc schools, more educated parents put more

:,reIiance on pfiﬁted materials from the schools.

Less educated parents put more reliance on information they

glean fromlpersonal contacts, particularly contacts with school per-

sonnel

-

o v
.
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8. Even when schools provide free tragnsportation for children
.. who attend nonneighborhood,schools, the geographical location of the
alternative schools is the most important factor in parents' place-
ment decisions. ??1 - '
9. The more highly differentiated the alternative programs,
the less-important the geoéraphical“location of‘the schools in
& parents' placement decisions. . o
; : =~ 10. The older the child, the less important the school location

" 4n determining ptrents"placement decisions. e

11. On the whole, curriculum- factors are less important than
noninstructional factors (ethnic or social class composition of the
school, the desire to keep siblings_or,friends togetner, the location N
j ' ‘ " of the school, etc.) when parents choose programs for their children.’ -
S ) l2. Less educated parents are more likely to emphasire children's
obedience and respect for authority (politenesss than are more -edu—

g cated families, who are more likely to encourage creativity (imagina-

’ ) tion) and reliancé upon internally set standards (independence) -
£ 13, As aconsequence of the influences-identified in proposition S
Lo l2 we would expect that when both open and’traditional classroogp _";}
~ are avnilable at equal cost; children of more educated parents wiil be K
overrepresented in less’ structured, "open" classrooms, and children ‘
of less educated parents will be oVerrepresented in more structured, ’
"traditional" classrooms. )
14.. Parents' global evaluations of the schools are generally o
” lower than their evaluations of the classroom teachers -who come in )
B " contact with their.children. B !

15. The more .alienated parents are, that is, the greater their
feelings of powerlessness, ‘the less satisfied-they tend to be with ;
the educational system .and the- performsnce of school personnel. f;

16. In general, parents' satisfaction with the schools increases ' :
substantially at the ootset of -an innovation and then falls when the : %
innovation ‘does not 1live.up to their“inflated expectations.

17. Parents' satisfaction with the schools falls--shen. their

schooling alternatives are constrained after.a period of many’choices.;, 4

- . . .t ¢ *
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Implications
- Thes findings have both basic- and“appliad ilplicacibnl. On the
mant of the propoaiciona voro derivod frou chaory, and hence
the relulta contribute to our basic undcracanding of aonc -1mportant
social behaviors. For cxanple, the. results providc aono aupporc for )

_Kohn's ‘theory ‘of sccial class. and conformity, in that. paronc'a choices

“i'link between aocial clasa snd childbcurins valuca.l

of. open or -traditional claaarooms vcra'predicccd tron knowlcdgc of che
Sinilarly, some

‘evidence of task zpecializacion*xichin faniliea was: dccccced, nnd ‘this

is ‘congruent. with: carlicr ‘research by Bnrry, Bncon, and Child.2

On “the ocher hand, the results hawe inplicncionl for lodhl
schools. The following diacuaaion is ainnd lpecifically at local _
school leadera vho are conlidering family choice in achooling planl.,
Some of the. comments: apply 0 choice.syecens in general, whereaa
ochers ‘are aimed. at apecific ‘kinds of achool -districts, because the
nacure of the choice system chat is. 1aplemanccd depends’ in large part
upon the subpopulacion(s) served and thn educacionnl objeccivza of

'the -schools, - -

Cde- Parencs, eapeciallymchc Pparents of elcmoncary achool children, -

_,vill be more: likely to- choose schools on che balia of educacionally

\relevanc differencea between the alcernacivel. 1f the choicea -are

r

L Sbazal Pbychology, Vol. 55, 1957, pp. 327-332.

,—offered within schools (e.g.,.miniachoola) and noc cﬁmply between °

schoolss o ' ' 5

2, Family choice syaf.ma nay be policically difficulc to reverse,
at least in the short. run, hecause once parents have had choices, the
district cannoc eliminace ‘the choice syatem without somie decreale in

.parencn' satisfaction with the achoolt. But allowing patenté aomc

continued role in school, docinionnaking, even if it does not 1nvolve
the ‘selection of ‘programs, may oﬁfuec some of the diaaacicfaccion that

&

lu L. Kohn, Class and CbnfbrM%ty A Study in Valuss, Irwinunorsey,
Bouewvod, Illinoia, 1969.

%4, H. B riy; M, K. Bacon, and I. L. Child; "'A Cross=Cultural Sur- -
vey of Some Sex Differences in Socializacion," Jburnal of Abnonmal and

°
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~-fluencing curricnlum decigions and least interested in hfring and

. desirabla c1assrooms, or in c1assrooms that are good but not well

° -xv:.- . LN

-

‘accrues from.restricting choices, Parents are most. interested in in-.

firing teachers and principals. ' . ) . . o
‘ 3. Ina heterogeneous school district, socially- disadvantaged .
familes will be at somewhat of a short term handicap in getting the
best schools, especially if the a1ternatives are continually changing.
In the short run, they will be less “{nformed Aabout their alternatives,
and hence their children will be more likely to end up in the least o

-suited to their needs. Over time, the vast majority of parents will
come to understand the choice.system and how to ‘get what they want §
(or at least compete effectively for what they want), and the move
consistent and stable the choice system-is, the faster.they will

learn about it, '

4., The time required to learn about the choice system can be
reduced—significantly if the school district tailors its infotmation
dissemination policies to fit the habits and preferences of different
subpopulations of parents. For example, different subpopulations
rely'qpon different information networks to .learn about schools. In
general, less socially advantaged famiiies,rely'upon personal contacts
and disregard printed materials, whereas more socially advantaged
families tend to rely upon printed materials. With this in mind,

hlocalyschools might communicate with parents more effectively: by
sending printed materjals to everyone, and then following up with .
personal contacts (through telephone calis or counselor visits) “ E
directed to less socially advantaged families. School aides and
paraprofessionals also present an often overlooked opportunity for . - ﬂé
school officials to communicate with parents, since aides and para- ;
professionals represent links between the schools and the communities
they sérve (see Litwak and Meyer). o ) _
5. One reason that socially disadvantaged parents have less’

information than others in the short run may be that they bear higher

1g, Litwak and He Jo Meyer, School, Family, and Neighborhood:
The Theory and Praatice of Sahool-Community Relations, Columbia Uni-
versity Press, New York, 1974, -

17
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costs of collecting information. Thys, one strategy for raising

information levéls-is to redude the real and "psychic" costs of

v —information collection. 1In practice, this means'that schools should
: : consider keeping school offices openqo1 weekends or during evening
;:r_— hours, so that hourly workers do not have to lose income in order to E
© ‘contact the schools., Similarly, efforts should be made to’ accommodate <
: language -minorities in their dealing with the schools.

§ . 6., The less socially advantaged the population, the more that.

gf ; " must be spent on information dissemination and parent education, so

. P

it is reasonable _to argue that the greater the proportion of dis-
.advantaged in the population, - the ‘higher the costs of operating the
information -comporent of a family choice system,

7. Alternative education systems may .diffuse tensions between
;v . groups of approximately equal political power that hold different and
s ’ conflicting objectives for the public schools. But given the differ-
;j‘ o . ential ability of advantaged and disadvantaged families to participate
é . effectively, at least in the-short run, the use of alternative educa-
. tion 'schemes as '"'institutional safety valves" is most defensible in
more affluent communities. ' o
%L'h : Q. Parents will choose programs that reinforce their values, -“< o
given the opportunity to do so. Less advantaged children #re most
Vs likely to end up in structured programs that stress the 3Rs, and more
‘ "advantaged- children are most 1likely to end up in less structured
programs that stress social relationships, independence, and imagina-
tion. This presents something of a philosophieal dilemma.
: i On the one hand,- schoolAperformance, as measured‘bymstandardiged
S -achievement tests, should,increase, gg.the average, because of .the :
“ © ‘propensity of less sociallv advantaged parents to choose~high1y R
. structured classrooms that stress the 3Rs.’ _This is based ‘on two :
5 ' assumptions, both of which ‘have been validated by recent research1

1David E. Hunt, Matehing Modele in Educatzon, The Ontario Insti- :

i tuté for Education, Monograph Series 10, Toronto, 1971; and David E, oot

T ‘Hunt, "Person-Environment Interactions: A Challenge Found Wanting .
. Before It Was Tried," Review qf Educatzonal Research, Vol. 45, 1975,

-pp. 209-230, . v
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better in highly strucpured claasrooms, whereas.children who are.
operating at a high conceptual level tend to do equally well in_high
or low structure settings, or Sétter in thE~1atter; and (b) conceptual
level is highly and positively ‘correlated with social class or social
advantage. Increaaed school_achievement is presumably a desirable

outcome eapecially if it reflects higher average performance among

" low achievement children.

On the other:; hand increasing family choice; in schooling may
have negative consequences if socially disadvantaged children are
isolated from a&vantiged children,. an&'hen&e have fewer opportunitieé
to acquire the social beliefs, attitudes,_c "\betencies, and acquaint-
ances that facilitate social mobility, assuming that»their parents
desire this mobility for them.
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‘*“ﬁin recent: years many public schools have changed in two important
ways. First, they are offering more highly differentiated ‘gchool pro-
grams, programs that vary in instructionnl method orfprogram content

rather“thf‘#. 1 ingfe'vw_ s~;eoonu, they are:offering greater oppor-
tunities for families to. choose schools for the r chil'

parental approval. Thesettwo feetures--a grilter“

family»choice’in schooling. . ‘ﬂ . . N

Family choice in«schooling arrangements*may be?found under _a-num-
ber-qi\rbrand names"° ;educétion vouchers, opennenrollment plans*~a1~
ternative schools; minischools, schools-within-schools, and magnet

schools. These are terms»that are commonly usedgto identify systems

_ 'istricts offered
alternative education programs of one kind orfanoth%r. The proponents

.
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: tuitions In theory,. teachers"income'depends ‘upon these funds, so

they”thI’be more responsive tokparents desires. Presumably, parents

. will useé this control to select effective teachers and to make teachers
f“‘“?"~*;—w—~~iw.work ‘more diligently.

i AR Mrebin wbmmten

Secondp -some family choice- plans ‘serye gg~institutiona1 safety

-r—......_,,__

valves. This is: especially true in communities that ‘have (a) factions

of approximately equal size Or power: ‘that. (b) hold divergent aund con-
-flicting goals for’ the schools, and ey few if -any nonpublic .schools
aresavailable. The relative pover’ of -the. conflicting-groups is import-
ant. - If their relative powertis greatly disparate, one :group..can impose
‘its views on the others‘throughapolitical control .of the school organi= '
\zation. if the,groups are -of -equal .size- orrpower, ‘they can avoid con- ‘
’flicts by establishing diversity in. -schools and’em;o;ering ‘parents to
.choose among these alternatives. - ‘
~schools should reduce their feelings of powerlessness, -one type -of
K alienation (Seeman, 1959)‘ As powerlessness decrnases, there should
be- an increase in- ‘the atteution that ‘parents devote to schooling matters'
sand ‘the academic progress of their own .children. This should lead to
‘more ‘active involvementfof,parents‘aud a gubsequent increase in student
performance (Rand: 1972). ‘The reduction of ' 'poverlessness"” is-a key
premise underlying many compensatory -education programs, and this is
the basis, at least in part, for the requirement that compensatory ..
education programs provide for the "maximum feasible _participation” of
parents in- program decisions (Wilson, 1968).
Finally, systems ‘that provide many instructional options offer
the possibility of matching students’ characteristicw with particular
instructional arrangements in -6rder to optimize student outcomes. Not
everyone learns equally well under the same. instructional regimen, and \
‘accommodating children's individual differences may improve the overall
‘ effeétivepess of the schools, (See, for example, Hunt, 1971, 1975;
Hunt and Suliivan, 19743 Cronbach and Snow, 1979; Witkin et al., 1977,
There is .some contrgversy about the frequency with which aptitude- -

3 -

treatment interactions (student-classroom interactions) Joccur and hence

‘the amount .of improvement we may expect from matching (Glass, 1970;

-~ »‘ w 2 e 4 e e

< ES

= s

o R T

. ., N
ch s PR
- B - Doz ,
N ’ N P 2.
T LD ¢ o ¢
A i . 1 i
i TR PANSD USRI Mo, 2\ = IO o0

Wy sl

R L 3
PR S S R T At

R T e

i g




By, et
AN

&

WL ag

e wirg

PR ST Sy
P

.MA

- Bridge, Judd, and Mbock, 1979, Chapter VIII, for a

—:physical location of the programs, and (d5 grade range involved.

Bracht and Glass, 1968), and there is also some controversy over which
Family choice schemes
assume that matching is not ‘6nly ‘desirable but that parents are the best

student characteristics should be used in matchingl

Judges when it comes to. matching particular children with particular in-
structional arrangements. .

In sum, “the potential benefits of increasing family choice in
achooling may include: (a) increased parental control, which may be
used to make teachers work harder and hence increase students' achieve-
ment, (b) increased choices, which may reduce potential conflicts among
different groups of parents, (c) reduced alienation of parents if they

are émpowered to make school choices, and (d) improved placements. which

‘may ‘occur if-pareiits, and not just schools, match children's learning

styles -with particular teaching arrangements. But family choice in

schooling is not without potential problems, too. Perhaps the single

biggest -worry is that parents placement decisions will exacerbate racial

and social class segregation, which in turn would reduce the likelihood

_'that disadvantaged children would achieve as much as they might in in-

tegrated classtooms. . This is based on the tenable yet unproven assump-
tion that integration is beneficial for disadvantaged children (see
review of this
evidence).  Of course, there are many kinds of voucher plans, and they
are thought to offer different combinations of potential benefits and

drawbacks. . . !

Varieties of Family Choice Plans

s ?

o

The programs that are supposed to increase familyrchoice in school-
ing vary widelv in thelir objectives and their organizational arrange-
ments, and four dimensions seem to account for most of the variation
in these programs. These four characteristics are: (a) proportion of
students involved, (b) parents' power to make final decisions," (c)

The

importance of each of these characteristics is discussed below.
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. Proportion of Students Involved .

The v. t‘najority»of»alternstive school systems inrolye only a
qnall-nulbe‘ of children, because most programs are aimed at students

‘ ~ with special needs (e.g.; -those who have had trouble with-the regular
?f?*—-——-_.w:‘instructional program) or at those with special interests (e.g., stu-

dents who want trai"iﬁx*in~the performing arts)

PR

Other a1ternative achool schemes are designed on1y for children
who meet the schooi's special requirements for students of a certain
race or sex. This is especially true in digtricts -that-are desegre-
gating. and wish -to avoid "forced busing" by. inducing families to vol-h

1untari1y redistribute themselves across schools.

Finally, there are a few districts that offer .all families their

.choice. of schools or. programs Prototypes would be the -open, enroll-

ment, systems in Minneapolia, Minnesota; Eugene, Oregon; and East Lans~-

‘ing, Michigan, and the education voucher dempnstration in Alum Rock

(Saanose, California) R ; 4‘ . . . ,}*
The important distinction in this: Among those districts that
offer alternitive programs, some permit all students to choose pro-
grams, whereas other districts alternative programs are open on1y to
certain children with specific needs, interests, or characteristics.

[N

‘Locus of Decisionmaking

In some cases, parents or older students can request ' particular

programs, whereas in other districts the schools recommend enrollment

in a particular proéram. These diffdrences in.locus of decisionmaking
are important, especially when, considered in relation to parents *power

to make decisions. In some districts, parents (or students') program

]

1A magnet school in New York City provides a typical example.

White flight from a public junior high had created a situation in
which 70 pércent of the.residents in the area were white but only

15 percent of the school population was white. To attract white stu-
dents, the school was.designated a magnet school with special programs
for gifted children, and énrollment was open to people who lived out-
side the regular attendance zone. This resulted in a ghift in enroll-
ment, so that now the school population, like the surrounding neigh-
borhood, is 70 percent white. .




| Téquests are granted automatically; subject -only. to.the.availability

i~

.respond to schools' suggestions, but the schools can=put"chi1dren'

Physical Location of Alternatives

of openings. That is, families' requests are filled-according to pre-
determined rulee, and in the fina1 analysis the locus of -decisionmaking
rests with the family. In other cases; parents can make requests or

whérever they see fit, and there 'is little parents—can-do-about_it. N /

- &

The programs parents..can chooee euong are. eonetiuee housed within
a single building (e. 8¢ miniechoole or echoola-within-echoole), and.
in other- cases’ éach"school offera.only one: progran, but there are dif-
ferences between .schools (e.g., open enrollnent plaps). In still other’ ‘?f
cases, minischools are- clustered within different ‘buildings and parents

“.have choices both wmthznwand betuween schools.

.The physical organization of the alternativee ia important for
two reasons. First, -the geograpnical location of the echools trans- n%
lates into costs; and hepce the. organization of the. elternativee wi11,
to some extent, influence: what kinds of children -end up in>what kinds
of programs If a family chooeee a noineighborhood-school, there may
be large transportation costs involved, and in part these costs are
financial (e.g., bus fare) and in part they are "psychic" (e.g., worry
about travel safety). These hidden costs are very real to parents who

. are conaidering different schools' and hence access to the alternatives

or the cost of the ‘alternatives may vary widely for different families,
even though all programs are suppoeedly open without cost to all fami-

"1ies. District po1icies can affect theee costs. For exenple, in the

Alun Rock voucher demonstration, free transportation was provided for
all children who attended nonneighborhood echoola, and this eliminated
some of the financial cost variations between different schools.
Second, the organization.of the echool has an impact on staff co-
hesiveness and school stability., It is .less ‘stressful, underetandebly,
to deal with people who .share common goals and means; Mixing different
instructional philosophies or value systems within a eingle school can

2
-

%
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L -_ pdise,iuterjgfiﬁﬁiltétreaseg,l 'Wsitérngl'attacks" may increase the
oo éohesiveness-of -the individual minischool but at the same time decrease

é}; . :tbejbobgsivenéas of the school as .a unit. This has implicatiéns’for

: " ‘the stability of the overall school social system.2 ’
. , » . k

;§’: Range of Gradés Setved

N ~ . T .

5:7_;_,___‘ . Some districts offer choices at almost every ggadevlevel from

—_ 2T T . A ,
kindergarten thirough—twelfth..grade, whereas others. of fer alternative
. L e LT T "
programs.only at the elémentary or.only at -the secondary lévels —The

-

N t 4 N -

latter_ are .probably more common.than .the former. A K-6 choice system

probably builds pressire. to have 7-12 choices; -but -a 7-12 choice sys-

;eq«ptobably does not..generate similar pressures fof,elemenéar& school

choices.~

PN ¢

i ) o . Taken "together, ‘these fquf dimensionswdescriﬁe the distinctions’

?;{ ‘ &Qongia minihqh,pf‘2b different faﬁilnghoice'systemé, as can be seen

' 4in Table 1, In this ieéort,:we will concentrate on principles ppaé
apply to‘ahwide‘éinge,of-family cﬁoice-sys;eﬁs, but the data used to

. test these principles représent a‘limiteﬁAnumbér of systems. Specifi-
cally, in these choice hyétémgu(al%q;;‘gggélies in the district have

. at——
. .

133335(1978) discusses teachers' reports of interprogram tensions
in three school districts that operated multiple programs within single

buildings. 1In these surveys, a large percentage of tedchers in alter-
. native schools thought that tensions between programs were a major or:

ninor problem; 80 percent in Eugene, 81 percent in Alim Rock, and 97 .
percent ih Minneapolis' seven multiprogram elementary schools. Thomas
(1978) also discusses the sources and palliatives for interprogram

4

tensions: Specifically, she emphasizes the crucial role of the school
principal. The principal's role is quite different in single program
L . and multiprogram buildings, -according to a study by Pellegrin (1975).
Lo, . In the latter case, principdls share influence with other unit leaders;
- therefore @ hierarchical division of power or an authoritarian style

13 ‘ of decisionmaking cannot be maintained easily. - ;

?For reviews of the group cohesiveness literature, see Cartwright
and Zander (1968), Collins and Raven (1969), or. Hare (1976). Of par-
ticular relevarice is the work by Raven and Rietsma (1957), which shows
;/ why some groups become more cohesive under- threat of external attack

and others become less cohesive. .
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"FOUR CHARACTERISTICS™ DIFFERENTIATING ‘FAMILY CHOIC§

- IN SCBOOLING PLANS-.

Proportion of Students Involved .

A.

—*‘M‘_‘_‘
- B,

Characteristic I:

*

Characteristic, I1:

All students at a particular grade or age.
level

or L o

Self"ted tudents-atea_pazgigglgswgrade
or age ievel.

'Cha;acteristic TI1:

Parents -have primary .power to. choose a
schools; and requests .are filled accord-

" ing to predetermined-rules,

or ) . 3§

Schools have the final'éey about placements.

' Physical Location of Alternatives

; A. Alteinatives are offered only wtthtn schools.
B. Alternatives ire offered only between schools,
C. Alternatives are offered both within and
between schools.
v .
Characteristic IV: Grade Régge Served
A. K=12 children have alternatives, ; )
or - .
‘ B, Selected grades have alternatives.
. . :
Y

Locus of Decisionmaking S N

N
A
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. wsy‘to 9nsqer this qui@tion 1s to.break -the choice process into a. ]
sse‘rics of sequential suhprocesses or steps, The following figure .y

factory to them, But families have’ choices even if they livé in tra-

over their children '8 schooling by. (a) moving the family residence .

" (e) keeping the child out of school altogether. Parents have these

.widely in the number of attributes they attend to and the,amount of

ISR P R R PP TR T N R M S IR TN R P N AT o=y PSPPI terg—
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choices. (b) plrents can request specific schools, and (c) their ' ' L
requcsts*sre filled lccording to predetermined rules. ' o

4

A Model of Parénts' Choice Procesaes _ o

How doiplrents choose schools for their children? The easiest . ',,_f%

prescnts one ‘way -of looking at the choice process. . . N

' This model starts with the sssumption thst parents recognize the
need to choose a school.(Step No. l) In most .cases, plrents sinply
send their child to the nearest neighborhood school, snd,they g‘ve the
matter little thought unless the assigned-school 1s -entirely unsatis-

o - . T -
Gl B A, U 8 R A

ditionsl“EEhool districts. In theory, “parents can exert some control ) ES

to a preferred sttendsnce srel (lying about one' 8 address will accom- -
plish the same ‘thing); (b) requesting an interschool trsngfer, (c) ssk- SN
ing for a psrticulsr teacher, classroom, or program, sssuming that the G
school has more thln one class at each grsde level° (d) going outside

the public school system to private schools, 1f sny are svsilsble, or

choices, but in most cases they will not be motivsted'to make active
choices among these slternsqives, unless their neighborhood public
schools are very bad. But'we are interested in districts that routinely
offer alternstives, and in these cases parents must think about ‘their ;é
alternatives and make active choices.  .{ . ’;é
~Once the decision process is stimulated, parents must identify : e
their alternatives and the important features or attributes of thes® )

alternatives (Step No. 2). It is unclear at this point -what attri- -

rs

butes parents look for in'schools, but We suspectithat parents vary

PR,

e

tnformation they collect.’ More educated parents probably have more
differentiated views of the educational alternatives available.
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- ' _The next step in the decision process is to weight each of the o
\ attributes of each of the schools by some value (Step No. 3). The 5‘ _?
overall preference for a given alternative school may be conceptual- oo 3

1zed: as the sum ‘of these weighted attributes, Appendix A uses hvpo- o
thetical data to dllustrate .the decision procasses of two parents who- o f

. are deciding between two alternative classrooms for their children. . é
S -This example shows how two people .can reach dlffnrent decisions even

s s e

. though they have similar information about their-alternatives. _The <

differences result £rom differences in the weights they assign to the -
classrooms' attributes. ) . . ‘

, ‘An obvious - question is, "Where do the attribute weights come-from?" E
The answer,. in .part, is that parents' instrumental and terminal value -

. hierarchies are translated into evaluations of each of the schools WL
’ attributes, and these. evaluations may be viewed as weights. Social :2315 f?
- influences also play a role in how people weight the attributes of CL t
- . schoolsi Parents- will adjust their evaluations (weights) somewhat in L Pe
response to conformity pressures from other parents or referents, and.” :
“this is-most likely to occur when the ‘attribute in question is very
2 important to the group,l ot the attribute 1is based only on.opinion or
‘ ' "social reality" (consensus), which cannot'be verified empirically.?
. According to our model, parents will select the scuool that has ° ~;§

T _ the higheat overall préference rating, as determined by the sui of the

’

wlF
w4
e

weighted attributes (Step No. 4). Presumably, parents will enroll

theiz children in the nmost preferable, available school (Step No. 5). - 7
i;;mh; o If no_school recelves some acceptable minimum rating, parents will )
: 1 “‘“iéép their children out of school or work to create new alternatives.
5 The final step (Step No. 6) occurs when parents evaluate the
P " results of their choices. If the schools meet or exceed their expec- .
5 tations, they will be satisfied. If the schools fall helow their ot

% ) lFor a brief overview of the literature on conformity and group
SO Kiesler and Kiesler (1969), or Krech, Crutchfield, and Ballachey (1962).

; : 2See Festinger's (1954) "social comparison theory" or Pettigrew's
. - (1967) "social evaluation theorv.“

2 " pressures to uniformicy, see reviews in Cartwright and Zander (1968), »1
' !
¥ |
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R *~\" expectations, they will be dissatisfied and motivated to reconsider

' ’theip-original placement decisions. If their first choice produces

results-that are lower than what they believe they can get elsewhere,

{:- .A . the parents will choose another school, . . !_‘fv

’ Here is where the question of, measuzing welghts and evaluations . “

. comes in., Do parents merely judge programs as satisfactoty/unsatisfactory, S
_ or do they make fine distinctions between degrees of satisfaction? The"

P former case has been labeled aatzsf ing by Simon (simon, 1955, 1957;

~—~Simon_and Stedry, 1969), and this- congrasts with the latter casge, which,
’ may be labeled optzmtgzggﬂorﬁiaximiiing*outcomes This issue is:of

I \-—_\

%A‘ . practical importance. If parents make only gross, ‘good/bad or

;” ) satisfactory/unsatisfactory judgments about alternative schools, we

A T -
R N T

{'*4 ' would expect them to shift schools much less frequently than they
é“ S would if they were trying to pick the single best school. Many schools . )
{'ﬁj : may be "acceptable"; and if that is.all ‘that parents ask, they should SR
- _ ‘ be reasonably satisfied with any one of a nuiber. of choices, and hence
;A:° 'y they will not ‘shift schools or reverse their decisions very often. :
j ’ However, i1if they -are- after.the one.best school available, we- would - - é
i%t - expect to see a good'deal.of switching between programs'over time. ‘ ":é
: - Like any heuristic device, this- model falls far short of com-
pletely describing the process by which parents choose schools, and
iv?‘ , more could be done to: specify the’ details'of_each of the subprocesses.
; " For example, we could spend more time on a nerceptual submodel that . R
erglains how people perceive and organize the atttibutes. of the vari-
. ous‘alternative Schools.1 But wore precision at. this point would be l

2.

misplaced?‘ﬁécause the available data sfmply do not warrant a more : f;
¢ detailed model. If the present,modek succeeds at all in explaining a hk
- < ‘significant amount of the variance~in parents' placement decisions, it . . ,§

will be a positive step forward.

L 2N

Critical Issues . »
Advocates of increasing family choice in schooling make certain -
assumptions about parents’ willingness and competence to choose school '

o : 1For a more elegant model, see oward (1977).
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) prograns for their children.imrhe ‘model precented in the preceding

—— . T T

section was ‘an- attempt tgrspecify some of Ehe common aasunptiona about f

~

Phegatan

o the way parents behave when allowed to, chooae schocls.” ?aced with pro- -

g
.
1]

{

posals for particular alternative school plans, policymakers ‘must . 3
’ ansver certain questions, or at leaat assume that they have answered " :i

f-,w,t
Py

T certain queationa, about parents behavior in free choice situationa.
. - The following issues. must be addresaed, implicitly or explicitly, in
:13‘ ' evary propoaal to allow parenta to -choose. from competing alternative °
programs of approxinately equal cost:

2 C — P SR
. 1~ 1. Are parents accurately informed of their alternatives and . T

- the' rules governing the exercise'of'choice? ’Hoy do par-
»" ents ledrn about their- alternatives? Do’ different sub-

3.

oopulations have different sources of information, and

TR
4

T : how. can school systems adapt’ their information dissemina-

' ' tion policies to reach: diffevrent subponulations effectively?
2.  Are some subpopulations, particularly socially disadvan- N

N taged families, less informed about their alternatives, 80

% . that «their children are at a marked disadvantage in = com- .

petitive scramble for scarce school resources? Inm what ways

¥

can the choice system be organized to reduce or eliminate
these dissdvsntages? ) L ,' :
3. VWhat fsctors.influence parents.to choose certain kinds of
instructional programs for .their children? Do psrents

e

choose programs thst contribute to'the sttsinpent of their
;';; . L long-term gogls for their children? .

4. What kinds of children end up in"what kinds of programs when
¢ '7‘ o parents have free choides? 1Is segregation by tace, sex, or
initial ability exacerbated or attenuated when parents are
allowed to choose schools for their children? . ) N ;;

e
-

N . k| .~

These are the kinds of questions we address in this report.

[
1
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51‘ f C © . Assumptions and Organization of the Report

-

'.‘j The. data used infthis study.came from three widely disparate‘:
family choice in'schooling arxangements, but the Alum Rock elemen-.
N — tary education voucher system, a five year demonstration project, .-
: ' . provided‘most_of the original data. The vouchéépsystem 'served. child-
?AA S ren in 'grades K-8, and parents had'choices both within and between

{ " 14 schools. Additional original data were gathered in Dardhment- .
' ' Mamaroneck, New York, vhere the public school“district offered mini- o

-
-~

sclool alternatives within eacH”neighborhood school but did not permit 27
choices.outside of assigned attendance zones. The Hinneapolis South-
east Alternatives (Sﬁk) open enrollment system was a third source: of .
data, although these.data are of limited scope, Quality, and useful- }fi'
E:g - ness. The SEA demonstration‘involved four elementary schools, each
f;‘ . of which offered a single kind cf instruction, and a high school(which
offered diffefent Pprograms-within a single school. )

It 1s important to note, that general statements about the con- *

'cept of family choice in schooling are vslid only to the extent that

“_ ..aall family choice systems ‘have similar properties. In most cases,
conclusions must be stated in terms of asserticns about particular .

kinds of family choice systems. The data, while not covering all
KN possible kinds ‘of choice systems, do represent the most dramatically

different choice systems--those that involve all students and provide .
. .~ - for significant inpu*s from families. ;

Note also that family choice schemes are not aimed solely ‘at con-
pensatory education objectives, but most of the interest in these ideas
o T at the federal level has been. in. the context of compensatory education——

narrowing the gap between socially « .vantaged and disadvantaged .students'

‘school outcomes and life cha‘nces.1 We will concentrate on the implications

~

éi: 8 . 1The«term socially disadvantaged as used here, refers to the sim-
;- .
H

‘_ - ple fact that the likelihood a child will attain a given level of edu-
g cation*is.predictable even before he or she enters the cducational ’

= system, further; evengbefore he or she leaves the womb, and educational
attainment is a crucial “determinant of socisl status in adulthood. Blau
and’ Dutican- (1967) and- Duncan, Featherman, and Duncan (1972) provide basic
,models ‘of social status transmission' and‘EldEr (1968), . Sewell Haller,




Flb-

tl . for compensatory education of‘increasinghfanily choice in schooling, ‘ f
%&: - but at'the.sane time, we acknowledge that family choice schemes are- o
1#'f L not'inherently restricted -to ,these social objectives. . ~ .

r
E, L This interest in compensatory education\objectives obligates us
. to pa& special.attention‘tb'betveen-group'differences in parents’,
attitudes and behavior. 1If gome families are continually at a dis-
advantage in the choice systen'(e g.,’in securing good teachers or - o
facild ties), the potential benefits of increasing family choice in o :
schooling ‘will be lost. At this: point in. our.: social history, there .
. ‘ are certain characteristics that. reliably differentiate ‘between socially Co \%;
advantaged -and disadvantaged children; these include ethnicity/race, )
income, parents educational background, and occupational status. . ﬁ?
Y These charac eristics provide proxy variables that can be used in mak-
- ing between-group comparisons. =
It is also important to-define what this report is not abtout.
This is.not- an evaluation of the education voucher idea in general or,
the Alum Rock.voucher demonstration 1in particular. Nor is ‘this a com-
_ parison of the student outcomes in various kinds of alternative schools. ' - “
J‘ While some attention is dcvoted to understanding why parentsapick
either 'open" or "tradi ona1" classrooms, it. is not our purpose to .

compare the impact of these instructioral arrangements (br any others)

and. Chlendorf (l970), and Sewell, Haller, and Portes (1969) have added
. * psychological and social psychological variables to account for more of
i the’ variance in occup;tional gtatus attainment. Although most of the
‘ .evidence for these models is based on samples of white, ‘mostly nonfarm .
o _ males, Porter (1974) has generalized the models to black males and has Ty
found important’ racial differences, but McCléndon (1976) found no major <
' differences in white male and female status attainment processes. The 3
i { gist of these findings is that certain family background characteris- N
tics are predictably related to educational attainment, which in turn
NS ’ ds, related to cccupational status attajnment. It is clear that not all ;
coe children have the‘'same likelihood of achieving a given level of educa- |
. tion or occupational status; and hence it seems reasonable to call o
b children disadvantaged if they have a low likelihood of attaining the 3
1 higher levels ‘of education that are associated with higher social status. . 1

_ Since parents' occupational status and education are good predictors of :
- ) the chtld's educational and occupational attainment, we refer to fami- ’
}~77 lies' that are low on these variables as’ socially disadvantaged. -

° - ’




rl} O student achievement ot, affective outcomes.li And finally, ‘this is

not a»contextual analysis:of allwthe elements in a. family .choice .8chool
system. We are concentrating -on parents behavior,,and the .other ele-
ments in the School social system—-teachers, principals, counselors,

school board members, and 'S0 onm—are not considered here, except when ]
parents' behavior is immediately and obviously affected by'une\\f these

qkentities. - I

s 0, DA

)

The report is divided into - seven~chapters.‘ The next~chapter de~

tails the history and characteristics -of ‘the three school districts

23bi2,

this study. This chapter also describes

. definitions.of most of the basic~variables»are introduced.
) Chapters III through V use ‘a *ommon format. First,~we present
.: a number of propositions about parents behavior in alternative school
‘ systems, and then we éxamine the: available evidence in order to test_
:the propositions. Chapter III examines parents znfbrmatzon levels and
znfbrmatzon-seekzng,habzts. Chapter 1V, the most. detailed chapter, -de-
scribes: some. of the major determinants qf parents'! program choices, and
Chapter A" examines parents satzsfhctzon with the ‘choice system -over .
. time. All of the propositions and’ supporting evidence are summarized
in CHapter I, and the last chapter (VIL) speculates about the conse-
quences of increasing family.choice in schooling and identifies some

policy implications of various choice schemes. B

d x

v

‘ 1WOrtman and St. Pier (1977) provide a comparison of some of
the achievement test resu for traditional and nontraditional pro-
grams in Alum Rock. ’ .




s

choi es among diverse ”nstructional arrangements, and parents are al-

e\' o

REAE

riefly describes the 'hree family choice systems.

The Alum Rock voucher demons,ration is considered first, because it -
provided the bulk of the data: used in‘ this report. :

3

The Alun Rock Education Voucher Demonstration

Py

v .

The basic idea of education voucherg is-simply that school dis-
tricts provide ‘parents with direct grants of money to implement their
choices among schooling alternatives. In theory, providing parents
with direct money grants to buy schooling sets in motion a complex
causal chain that results in improved student performance and increased
parental satisfaction. Supposedly,‘the use of vouchers to purchase edu-
cational services will cause a broader range of schools to enter the
educational marketplace, and because parents will have direct control
over school purse strings, teachers and administrator% will be more re-

'sponsive to s parents wishes .and children 8..heeds. This should lead to
instructional innoVatiéns that will result in improved student performance
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and’ increased- parental satisfaction. What these educational innova- - i
tions might ‘be -is not clear' however, most peoplé seem to think that
it is ‘mainly a matter of more faithfully applying the teaching tech-
'nology that we have, not developing new systems. ‘Stated differently,
the premise is that in a voucher ‘system, students will perform better
if schools try harder, and schools will try harder if thev aresdirectly
The voucher scheme is merely a means of giving parents financial power.
‘The -basic voucher idea, of course 18 not ‘new; Adam Smith. and
‘Thomas: Paine in the eighteenth century and John Stuart. Mill in the
ninéteenth - century argued for such a system. Several alternative ver-
" sions: of -the ‘basic voucher idea liave. been proposed and the -agsump-
tions vary widely about how -geach version will. -operate and what each
will achieve. Additional information about. voucher systems, ‘includ~
ing education vouchers, may ‘be ‘found in Bridge (1977) Inithe Ppresent

report, we are not concerned with ‘the. pros and -cons-of the ‘voucher idea

per se, but we are interested in the Alun Rock voucher demonstration,'
because it is one of the longest lived, largest and certainly best~
documented family choice systems: that has. ever been implcmented.

The Alum Rock Elementary Education Voucher Demonstration began
operation in 1972-1973 and lasted five years. The purpogé.of the
project was to test a "transition model" of education vouchers. The
Alum Rock School District;lies within the city of San Jose, California,
and the 24 elementary schools in the district gerve an estimated 14,500
students in gradeS‘K-8.¢ The conmunity is relatively poor, and the eth~-
nic distribution of the school population is approximately 55 percent
Mexican-American, 12 percent’ black and 33 percent "otherr including
"Anglos" (i.e., whites excluding Spanish-surnamed people) ~ The

'
~

>,

1Ethnicity was determined by self-assignment in .the quéstion:
"Which of the words on the card best ‘describes your race or ethnic
background? Mexican American/Chicano, Other whit lo, Black/Negro,
Oriental (Japaneee/Chinese/Filipino/Korean) ‘Americgn Indian, Latin,"’
Other?" (Q78). To facilitate ‘dnalysis, the categories were collapsed.
into: Anglo, Black, Mexican-American, and Other. The Mexican~-American
:category was furthér subdivided into two groups: those interviewed in
English and those interviewed in Spanish. In each survey, about 14 per-
cent of ‘the, sample.were interviewed in Spanish at th/ir own request,’
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transition voucher system involved only public schools, and it began
(Year 1) with 22 minischools ("programs") distributed across six schools.
Parents were. allowed to. enroll their children in any-available mini-

'school, and free transportation was provided to nonneigh rhood schools.

In the second year: of ‘the demonstration, ‘seven more,scho 1s joined the
voucher system, and altogether there were 45 minischools available.

The third year, another school joined the demonstration, and. this brought
the number of- minischools to 51. In the last year of the  demonstration

‘(Year 5), the district disbanded the voucher system and shifted :to. an
-open enrollment plan, nine of the schools in the- district offered more

than. one program, but ‘the -majority of. schools reverted to homogeneous
programs The history of .the Alum Rock voucher demonstration is de-

"tailed elsewhere (Weiler et al:, l974 Levinson, 1976 Bass; l978)
The\important questions, from«our standpoint,.are. (a) did parents

have réal choices among equal.cost alternatives, and (b) 'what, rules

",governed the exercise of choice in this system? - -
Choices . .
The choices that parents had varied widely from year to year, o~

and -there is an obvious' question about the ways in which the mini-
schools differed from one another. Did pgrents have really signifi;
cant choices, or were the programs different only in name? We have
three kinds of evidence on this question. First, teachers who were
surveyed each year during the demonstration (Rasmussen, l978 Weiler
et al., l974) said that the minischools were significantly different.
Second, the majority of parehts who were surveyed<in Years 2,‘3,
and 5 of the demonstration thought that the minischools offered suf-
ficient choices, although parents thought that the voucher system,

which, operated“in Years 'l through &; offered ‘more choices than the

7"-,4
openfenrollment system, which was instituted in Year 5.1

A

1The percentage of parents who thought that they had "too many"
or "just about the right number of minischool choices" (Q103) was 89
percent .in Year 2 (751/841), 89 percent in Year 3 (287/323), and 71 .
percent in Year 5 (245/345); ‘ . .
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Finally, observational evidence was ‘collected in a sample of
Alum Rock classrooms in Years 3 and 4 of the demonstration. The ob-
servational evidence, déscribed by Batker et al. (19785, suggesta that
tle minischools did not vary as much as parents or teachers thought
they did, but they tended to fall along a chasroomvstructure dimension.

Policies-Governing the Exercise of Choice -

Understandably, the Alum Rock voucher demonstration changed over
time, and it is’ impossible to talk about a single set of- policies that

.governed parents’' choices. The rules varied from year to year, but,

in general, the system was characterized by these policies during
‘Years 1 through 4 of the project. (a) parents could choose minischools
for their children, and requests were granted automatically in the vast
majority of cases; (b)‘transfers from one minischool‘to another could
be requested at any timp during the school year; (c) free transporta-
tion was provided to children who attended nonneighborhood schools, 80 )
that the various minischools represented roughly equal dollar cost ‘
alternatives; (ad) families had "squattcr s rights;" that is, children
were guaranteed a place in the school or program in which they had
heen the year before, and they were not forced to join the lottery

that was used.to assign admissions to oversuhscribed programs; and

(e) kindergarten children and first graders were guaranteed admission

‘to schools in which they had older siblings. . )

In the lagt year of the demonstration (Year 5),-the range of
choices was reduced, and mid-year transfers were made more difficult.

Parents could still request a particulat school or program within a " *

school, but there were no: guarantees that requests for programs .out~-

side the neighborhood school would be honoredi
Data Base,A -
The families in Alum Rock can be divided into three groups, ac-

cording to their-school catchment areas. Six schools began the wvoucher

.thoice system in Year 1, and we call these old vouch8r schools. ‘Seven

more schools joined the domonstration in Year 2 and a fourteenth joined
in Year 3; we call these new voucher schools. Schools that did not join
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the choice system until Yeir 5, vhen. the diotrict shifted to en'open
enrollment plan,. are called ‘nomvoucher-or contral sohgols. The term
_"voucher echool"*eubeunee both old and new voucher'echools, and "voucher
‘houeehold;“ refere to ell of the houeeholds living within the catch-

ment. zonee of these voucher echoola. - .I R

Probability samples of voucher and nonvoucher school parents were
eurveyed several“times during'the voucher denonstretion, and .many of

‘the ‘same’ iteus were asked in each survey,,so there ia -gome basis for
‘comparisons -across- time. “The senpleo in each survey were drawn inde~ _ N
:pendently, elthough ‘aome: panel data were\also collected.1 The -data ’
used in this report consist of four parent surveys. thet were. conducted

in ‘the fall (October-Novenber) of 1972 (Year 1); 1973 (Year 2), 1974
_(Vﬂar 3), and 1978 (Year 5). . Tsble 2 summarizes the research design,

f shows the sample size for each survey, and deacribes the samples :2'
'ldemographics. R - o )

) All of the respondents were interviewed personally in their homes,
and the completion rate in a11 surveys exceeded 80 percent, so the data
should be of excellent quality. In each family, onecschool-age child
"was selected ‘randomly according to a plan proposed by Kish (1965); and
this child ("KISHKID") vas’ the subject of many of the questions. -

The questionnaires were somewhat different for vohcher ‘and nonvoucher
. parents, and of course some questions were dropped and others were added - ;E'
as the research progressad. But all forms contained some common items ‘

so that between-group é¢omparisons are possible, as are longitudinal com-
parisons within groups. Each item was assigned a unique identification
" number, so that no matter in what form or year the question was asked,
it always had.the same code number. For example, Q9 always referred to - "-Q
" to the question:’ "Do you think the principal is doing a very\good job,

1Panel survey data were collected in the fall and spring of Year 1,
,and again in the fall of Year 2, but the sample sizes were too small to -
permit meaningful.multivariate analyses. For example, considering' only
two factors--ethnicity (5 levels) and. education (3 levels)~-we have 15

subcategories of respondents, so a sample of 65 trenslates to less than
five respondents per cell. Originally, much larger panel gamples were -
planned, but budget constraints forced us to drop the panel portion of o
the survey effort in Year 3. . .
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P VDEHOGRAPBIC CHARACTBRISTICS or snm.zs SURVEYBD ‘IN YEARS 1, 2, 3, AND.5 OF THE «
\ * ALUM: Rocx EDUCATION svoucm Dmousmuon
5 » A
T * B § " Yearl Year 2 . | T Year 3 ' Year 5 ’
2 Parent — - — - — —: %
5 Charactetistic | 0ld  New Control |"'01d' ‘New ’Control |.01d _ New Control { ©l1d New Control
: “Ux 2% 28% 33 30x  53%. | 25% 267 35% | 26% 23 k17 S
25 59 Y4 104 179 38 39 54 47| 69 66 106
1z 6% % | ot 1z 6% 13, 12 112 | 112 102 92 K
6 15 - 12 3 3. 4 20 26 14 30 2 24
_ .uaic.n-mrican 312 452 52% 401 38 35% 402  42% 37% ] 8% 1y 28%
.- . (Englishin-" | 184 109 91 127 222 25 |62 87 49 . . 90 5
) tetvicw) . - - . il
" Mexican-American|©13%  14% 5% 82  10% k14 163 12% 5% 182° 252 1% J
" (Spanish in- | 80 . %, 8 27 . 57 2 2 24 « 6 (48 T 29 g
. terview) 17 . ) N
. Other 112 10% 8% - | 102 102 4% 9 132 172 122 132
67 25 14 32 56 L3 (10 18 18 46 34 . 35
Aducation . : ' i
l.'xuu than JTsex eax 4ex | S7x sex aex | s3m  eox 53z | 51z eex 392
i~ " "high school 325 154 . 80 .[181 342 35 83 124 71 (138 190 106
" “High school 1 272 202 - 287 | 272 23z 282 27% - 23% 28% | 263 19% 33 - #
diplona 159 47 48 87 13 20 42 49 38 [0 - S6 89 s
“More _than b1 17 26 [ aex 192 243 202 17% 192 | 222 15% 28% :
high school * |115 40 46 |51 110 17 31" 35 25 60 43 %
49X 46x . 4 | 7 262 46% 6% - 31z~ | 3y asy 41%
1293 111 74 10 3. 19 |72 -13 41 |92 101 109
- . » . : 3.
: N 51X 54X,  57% [ 972 93% 742 542 947 69 662 652 59%
Female . |37 1a 100 311 .548 53 . | 8 196 .93 . (176 189 160 :
600 - 242 176 321 587 72 l1se 209 - 134 1268 290  269. . i
[} - . . - 1 '. N - _ ~. . . - j
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'wording of the-items that are used most frequently in.this report.

xold voucher houseaolds, ‘new- voucher households, and nonvoucher (con- : ,é
‘that are largely unavoidable in real-world reseafch where po1icies
’intervention--a "treatment" In experimental terms--that changed con- N
\~stantly during the. lifekof the aemonstration. The ‘treatment ‘varied "i

pact. of current policies could not be separated easily. -At the very
.least, ve must assume that the voucher system, which operated in . ';‘i}

.different ¢hoice systems. This complicated trend analyses, or at least
-shortened the period over which trends -could: be tésted,

pEare sty
. T

RN

. meaningful multivariate analyses. ' L

B3

L -22-

. T Co ' ot : RN
a.good. job, a fair jobg-or a poer job?" -Appendix B shows the exact RN ¥

The Alum ‘Rock ‘survey dsta‘were.analyzed'in termg of a'quasi-
experimental ‘design (Campbell and Stanley, 1966) vith ‘three groups.

trol) households. The analysis was complicated by certain conditions .,j

v e ke

are implemented without regard to ressarchsrs needs or preferences. -
The- firat problem was: ‘that wi were trying fo assess the impact of an .

across time, 80 the delayed 1impact of previous policies and the im- | - f%
g

Years' 1 through 4, and the later open enrollmert. plan were two entirely

g T v ey <

N
R

a

3

Second, 10,000 Alum Rock households.supposediy recéived the inter- <
ventions. ({.e., choices) at.different.times, and in principle they
should _represent parallel but lagged effects in response to the inter-
vention. That is, in theory, all of the households ean be divided’in- §

.
ie
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to three groups according to their school cacchment areas: 'old," " ew o -

€y cx A

and "nonvoucher households.l The nonvoucher parents can be used as a
comparison group to detect the.effects of having ‘choices and noﬁ having . )
choices. The problem with'this three-group design is that the people . - :“o
in'difﬁerent groups were not isolated from each other or from the mass .'@
mgdia, soleach group learned,from,other groups' experiences. The unique

results of the treatments are difficult to separate out when information

flows back and forth across conditions, and all of the groups have access
to each other 8 exXperiences and opinions. In short, it was difficult to ) wi
identify the unique impact‘of the treatments, because theyTuere not ap-

plied randomly to completely insulated groups. R

lData for families living in the catchment area of the one school
tlidt joined the voucher demonstration during Year 3 have been excluded
from this analysis, because the sample sizes were too small to permit .
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Ednally; the analysis was made more complex by the f..ct that house-

'holds~were not' randomly assigned to’ the' three groups of old,.new, and
nonvoucher parents. Table 2 shows that the different groups were not
initially equivaient in tefms of demographxc characteristics, and this

.meart that controls had to.be used in an attempt to equate the groups

\ <statistically. Parents education and ethnicity were the two most im-

A portant control varisbles. ' e . J

- . / ”

Minneapolis Southeast Alternatives ~ /
: : B . /

Southeast Alternatives (SEA) was. open enrollment plan that be-
. gan. in 1971 with funding from the U. S,f:>fice of Education, and sub-
?2‘1' sequently from the National Institute of Education (NIE) The system
; ! continued with local funds when federal funding expired in 1976-1977.

; " SEA originally involved four elementary schools, each oif which offered
£ .. _ a single kind of instructional program, and a 7-12 high school, which
offered alternatives. We will limit our attention to the elementary
schools for two reasons’: (a) these provide some comparability with
) the Alum-Rock population, and (b) parents décisionmaking is easier to
measure in the elementary school setting than i secondary school set-
tings, because in the latter cace students are highly involved in the
. choice process. ) ’ ' ’

iChoices ' )

The four elementary schools in SEA are difficult to categorize-
One school, _Marcy -Open School, purports to follow -an open education
or "integrated day" philosophy. A second school, the Southeast Free
School, is the least structured of the four schools and operates with
ungraded classes and large blocks. of unstructured time during which
students can pursue personal interests. Two schools, the Pratt Con-
tinuous Progress School and the Tuttle Contemporary School, use in-
dividualized teaching methods, and students are assigned to self-
contained classrooms or homerooms. However, it woyld be wrong to

zall these traditional ciassrooms because children move between
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classrooms and resource centérs. Both programs, however, emphasize
basic 'skills, the traditiomal 3Rs._

Policies Governing the Exeréise of Choice

Families living in the SEA catchment area are invited to visit

o

the various schools during the spring, as are parents who would like

to transfer their children into the SEA system. Once they have selected .

a school, they complete ‘an optzon cand to request a ‘school assignment,
and ‘these requests are, filled automatically, space permitting.

In 1976, Minneapolis adopted a‘district-wide open enroliment'plan
and -the SEA s.hools ,merged with the West Area of Minneapolis for ad-

ministrative purposes. Hence, the number of alternatives in the Minne-

"apolis open enrollment system grew, at the- same tine as the number of

alternatives in the Alum Rock system decreased. ®
& ’ '

The raw data available to us consist of twp parent surveys, one
conducted inithe spring of 1974 and the otlier conducted a year later
in the spring of 1§75. Both were mail surveys, and for various rear
sons,‘the'ﬁata dre of rather low quality. First, the response rate
in the 1974 survey was low, and therefore the results are of little

use due to nonresponse bias (Bridge, 1974a). Seccnd, the surveys used

.different items in l9i4 and 1975, so longitudinal compariscns are im-

possible. And finally, parents in the four differvnt SEA elementary.
schools received different questionnaires, and the various forms had
very few items in common, This makes it impossible to make compari-
sons between the SEA school populations. _,

‘The 1975 parent survey data have some limited value to us, in
that they show what kinds of people chose "open" ds opposed to "tradi-
tional" c1assrooms'for their children. But this is not the’ only source

of information. Several reports (based on survey anc record data)

. were -compiled by the SEA internal evaluation tesm,1 and these are of

. ~
¢ .

1The internal evaluation team was staffed by school district em-
ployees and was concerned mainly with formative evaluation tasks. In
addition, an outside contractor was retainéd by NIE to ; ‘ovide a sum-
mative evaluation.
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good: quality and relevant to our questions. Alsb a dissertation by ) . 'ﬁ

Terrell (1974) summarizes SEA attendance and achievement data that ) K
beer on questions about the kinds of schools parents chose. Together -
these ‘data arid reports provide a reasonably reliable source of infor- 3

‘mation about the Southeast Alternative demonstration.

.. Mamaroneck, New York, Minischool Plan N

Al

v
-

The third source of datd is a schools-ﬁithin-schools (minischools) ‘Aé
plan in an affluent,,suburban New York pub1ic school .district. Larchmont- :
Mamaroneck, which is located approximately 25 miles from New- York City,
is approximately 4 percent Catholic, 32 percent Jewish, and 27 percent

; Protestant. The median income of famiiies with children attending public
schools was approximately $29, 000 in 1975. Additional infor sation" about ' oy

- the school district and the community may be found in Crawford (1977). R

- ful,

Choices : ‘ ' ' | ' 'ffé
The school district incliides four e1ementary schools (k-6), a middle . ] %
school (7-8); and a high school (9-12). A small proportion of the high .5§£
school studets. are enrolled in "glgernative education” programs, but |
only at the elementary school level do all families have cledr-cut choices.
Each of the four elementary schools offers buth "open" and "traditional" . .
classrooms, and team teaching arrangements are avaiLable in some grades \
ir two schools. The vast majority of the children,ahowever,,are enrolled
in either "open"‘classrooms (31 percent) or self-contained, "traditional"

B b et

classrooms (55 percent) Note that choices are available only within a

red o

school attendance zone, special permission is required if a child wishes

to attend a 1onneighborhood school.

Policies Governing the Exercise of Choice "y

%

Each spring, parents are informed of their alternatives and in-
vited to express their preferences for one classroom:type'or another,
but school committees, consisting of principals, teachers, and school - ‘;
psychologiste, make the final decisions. ~The vast’majority,of.requests N

are approved, so in.general children end up in the classrooms their ’ i
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parents select, ' Compared with-the other two family choice systems,

this schools-within-schools arrangement allows more parent choice than
Alum Rock's current open enrollment system but less than the old voucher’
system or the Minneapolis Southeast Aiternatives open enrollment plan.

-

A sample of mothers was surveyed by mail in the spring of 1975 and

.886 ‘motlers. responded after ore follow up. This amounts to a 74 percent

completion rate. The systematic random sample'used in this survey-was
drawn from a complete listing‘of all of the mothers of children in the
four. elementary schools in:'the district. ' ) )

“The questionnaire contained several items: from the Alui-Rock parent
surveys, as. well as the Rokeach (1967, 1973) Value Survey instrumental -
values subscale, and'standard demographic questions. Record data, namely,
standardized achievement test scores and 1istings -of placement. decisions

were added to the data file. ¢

Analysis Plan . C, -

The followiné three chapters present our findings about'parentsi
information levels, choice processes, and satisfaction, respectively.

.The strategy is the same in each chépter. Filst, we present a series

of theoretical propositions, then we turn to the Auum Rock data for -
evidence about these propositions. In Chapter IV_\determinants of
parents' choices), we examine data from the other two choice systems
in order to/assess theieiternal validity of the Alum Rock findings.

-
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IIL. PARENTS' m'omwrmu LEVELS AND : . o
mronmnon sm(mc HABITS . * o

Family .choice schemes assume that parents.can make intelligent ‘
choices for ‘their children, but to make intelligent decisions, ‘parents
'must have accurate and timely information about their alternatives. oo
If they exist, information imperfections present .a particularly diffi- _:~‘h
cult problem for family choice in schooling plans, because a lack of
information among parents--the people who- choose schools-means that i 3
f.some children, perhaps” the’ children who can least afford it scholas-‘ “ e A
- tically, are likely to ‘end up in programs that. are not good for them. . B ?
’ They may fail to -get into appropriate programs because their parents ) ' ’_é
”are the  last ‘to £ind out about these . opportunities. Klees (l974) hasx
) addressed this issue with particular‘regard in educatign vouchers:

' e

Although it may be .generally agreed tha imperfect-in- ' ol
‘formation can be a source'of inequities -and inefficiencies } .
as previously desvribed ‘the- position is of ten' taken that A
these imperfections are temporary and the/situation will
correct itself over ‘time., ‘In some cases/this ‘may well be -
~ true ¢ . o o However, this will genérally be the case only
in a static market . , . . /

- ‘-

A system of edLg;tional vouchers-1s intended to give
rise to a dynamic market situation, On the supply side,
fiew schools enter :the markét- and- continuously engage in

. changeés and innovations- designed to meet ‘consurer .demand.
On the demand side, the number and: composition of con--
sumers is far from static as families move in and out of
the education market i+ s0ra particular geographical
area. Therefore7~1tris conceivable that the information_
problem in %iis type-‘of market may not be self-correcting

"~ [pp. 6-7] ‘ e

‘Even if we assume that there are plenty of openings in all.of

the instructionally sound programs, parents' ignorance can still cause

" a child to end up in a program that is totally mismatched to his or
her needs and abilities. This can happen 1if parents'dg not adequatzly

understand the features of the various alternative schools.
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»Family choice-schemes»become.iess viable if a large proportion

. of the. parents do not understand their choices. The'issue is not

aimply the proportion of informed parents, but rather which parents
are informed. There'is some ‘reason to believe that socially disad-

-

Yantaged families~-the onea “who are supposed;toqbenefit the most from '

" the compensatory edﬁcation objectives, Qf‘increasidg family choice in-

schooling-—may be less informed than advantaged families, unless the
schools take steps to communicate with disadvantaged families. Forty:"
years of empifical research has shown that not -all parents are equally

~well. informed -about: khe schools or the effects of different child~ ~

bearing. practices (Mann, 19743 Anderson, 1936; Kohn, 1969, Bridge,
(1978). Infprmation levels tend to increase with education, income,
and*occupational status, and they tend to fall asffeelings'ofvﬁalien-
ation increase. K .

¢ Alienation, by which we mean powerlessness (Seeman, 1959), is
probably a key mediating variable between educational background and _
information levele. Hore educated people probably tend to have fewer
feelings of powerlessness, and hence they seek inforration for its
potential control value. This has been shown in a series of correla-
tional studies by sociologist Melvin Seeman (1972),. who found that
people who score high on powerlessness scales are less likely than
others to seek task-relevant information. This is understandable for
if one feels that events are uncontrollable or unpredictable, it makes.
no sense to seek information, because by definition it has no control
value. . ' ;

In sum, information'imperfections pose a potential problem for

‘any family choice in schooling.plan, espzscially those that have com-
pensatory education objectives. It may be that; at least in the. )

V short Tun, poorer families are at a disadvantage in family choice °

systems in which resoyrces are scarce, because these families tend

to haveAless information about school policies, and they tend to rely

upon informal information networks rather than official school publica~.

“tions.
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’ lf'ortunately, parent's information levels are manageable to some
extent. Schools can increase. information levels by tailoring their ’
information dic semination policies to reach different: groups of

. parents more effectively. For example, they, can send ‘the same”

' information through different. media; and they can offset slow ]
information processing habits by sending the same information more
frequently to groups that need added exposure to. the information.-

The following propositions concern parents information-seeking
habits and the distribution of information across different parent
segment3° B y

s

3.11_ Parents vary widely in their awareness .of their .

. schooling options and in the accuracy of their
infonriaﬁian about the rules governing the ex- .
‘ereise of choice., '
"3.1.1 The amount of information parents have

. about school matters is pas'itively related
" to their educatwnal back@aund
3.1.2 The amount of information ‘parents have ‘ .

" about school matters i8 pasztwely .

e

related to their household income.
3.1.3 The amount of information parents have
’ .about school matters ig positively )
related to their occupational status.

3.1.4 The amount of information parente have R

aose 4

about echool matters is megatively

e ®

AT

.
Ay e

related to-their level of “"alienation.""
3.1.5 The amount of information parents have

about school matters is positively
related to their expectations for their
children'’s acadentic success.

A G a4y
KR er

lEach proposition carries a unique identification number. - The
first digit refers to the chapter in which tae proposition 1s first
presented, and the remaining digits provide a unique identifier for
each proposition.
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B P ;tme, the d'z,fferences between parents mforma- o
, Z'”ﬁéls mZ~i‘ be reduced asmore parents .gain “
,i_xea:peme'nce mth,»the chowe 3ystem. In other vords,
T ~the,1,fference :betech "t:he znfonnatzon levels of

R ,adv&’ntaged" and - dzsadvantagedaparent” will be s
- reduced Gvép ag' the* socially -digadvantaged '
" {parenz‘:s:"gam expemence Wit the: 8yaten, - - They .

' Zearn what i8- gomg Onty ﬁbut they do zt -more: sZowa

S Bourdss of: mformatwn to Zeam about theu'
’ aZtez’;natzves. .
,3.4 1 More eaucated\ pare'zts, relative to others,
~put more relwnce on printed materials
‘from the sc,haon. ) T
3.4.2 [Iess educdted’fdmiiz'zfés, reZat;zfve to others, " - '7;
- put more reliance: on information they -glean L
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from personal contacts, particularly:

&

T

contacts with sehool Iersomnel.
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In brief, the propositions address’ four issues: (a) the accuracy of
parents' information dbout their alternatives, (b) the numbex of
sources that parents used to learn sbout their alternatives, (c) the

A o Yy b

sources parents actually used to learn about their alternatives, and
(d) their preferred sources of information.
Note that - these propositions do not speak to the .quality of
. parents placement decisions. We cannot say that the programs
parents pick for their children are any better or any worse than the
programs that children would have been assigned to in traditional

Gy 0 S P & s M

schools., We have no outcome measures to.use as standards for com-
paring the impact of parents' decisions versus schools' decisions,

not do we have a true experimentai design that compares the outcomes .
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of raﬁ&omiy'createq, equivalent groups in choice and no choice - *

cdnditions. We are asking only.a very basic question about the

ability to make decisions, any decinions. We therefore concentrate

on the measurable facts that parents. have about, their,alternatives.

It seems safe to- assume, and almost tautological to”say, that one s

cannot make informed decisions without accurate and timely informa-

tion about ones choices; and when decisions are made *without benefit

’

or information, they are more random and less likely" to achieve one's

Y

goals, whatever ‘these -goals.may be.

Three measures of parent awareness are used in this section:

Q38 measured awarenessfof ‘the ghoice system, Q48 -measured knowledge

of the district's freé transportationkpolicy, and Q55B measured

knowledge of district's transfer rules.1 Respondents also identified

the sources of information they used to learn about the choice system

. (Q40), and they indicated which-single source they found most useful

- (Q40B).- And finally, the number of sources used was computed and used

-

_sas an index of information levels,

2
— ~

PSS e

Awareness of Alternatives

Wt On T I ana €

PR
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Tables 3-5 show the percentages of patents in each survey and

-

each group (old, now, and_nonvoucher control) that were aware of - .

(a0
2 v

(a) the existence of the choice system, (b) the availabilit& of free

5
;

»
(4

(Sl

B
B R

transportation to nonneighborhood schools, and (c) families' transfer

rights, respectively.
Three trends are immediately appatent in these tables., First,
awarenegs was higher among vouéhar than nonvoucher parvents. This is

P
B R R A ER Py

to be expected, sinée.voucher parents weére subjected to a steady

N .
N stream of communications about the choice system. Second, voucher

<

P e

parents' information levele improved over time. Consider parents'

3oy
IS
-

Tt e 4

information about free busing (Table 4) as an example., Every year .- .

b s Sy

%

between Year 1 and Year.3, a greater pefcentage of voucher parents ™’

1The exact wor&ing of the items is shown in Appendix B:
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¢ PARENTS'' AWARENESS .OF- THE, caomz SYSTEM: (Q38) :
(Shadedvcells indicate :parents. had choices) -

umgrrana o - ry
z S -
N

I3

Chi. Square -Within

2

s, "

v
[

30y o R I T T 2

'Groupi “Across Yests
(df.m 3)

x? BT

P < .‘001

a-.f...aé.

24
7y,

9&’.?.9&

k%« 466,316

‘~< .001

P Sk st

s

P

. "35/ 72

P

ANRRT 1 e R

M) ’42*
101/ 136

e R A 4 TR

Tx? = 330503
" p < 5001

Chi equare between

2. 6819

X -156‘%87 ' ] . :
R .001 o
, 4 IS ’ T
) Table 4 . )
- \
-~ 7 . PARENTS'. AwARENESS <.OF ‘FREE, TRANSPORTATION TO
R NONNEIG!BORHOOD SCHOOLS (Q48).
(Shaded¥cells indica;g pgrents had choices)
B ] | —— N
SR S Chi Square Within
Parent Ao Groups Across Years |,
Group Year 2 (df = 3)
, A 2
01d voucher A x? = 42.10
psrents f;’":'}" s < ,001
New voucher ° 4SRN '7“’6;?“’3 '* 22 = 62.788
" parenta R G el 4
L& ¥ 420 [ SBT < ,001
Nonvoucher oz | ‘4’313: iR X = 7.213
pacents - 1 . R
(controls) L. 28/12 64/134 ‘ < .06
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Table 5

‘ ‘BETWEEN SCHOOLS’QstB)
(Shaded cells indicate parents had choice)

%

PARENTS' AWARENESS OF THEIR RIGHTS TO TRANSFER CHILDREN

‘ Chi Square Within
Parent . . o~ Groups Acroas Years
Group Year:l Year 2 Year 5 ] T (df = 3).
g ; OO OB I AT D TE DA SOCATIC
014 voucher AT 7T, 1066, 7% LIba Tl 2. 0079
arents { UGy -sl* 5, '\;ﬁ!‘.‘fu}}-x 3
parent \pzss} 60073 Va1d/3218 p < .001
R ‘ 7O\ AL =2
New voucher 26.5% Ry \'x}?i!fﬁ S X~ = 115.89
‘parents . eafauz [ 7S p < .00
o . A
2
Nonvoucher 24,1% " 30.9%° X~ = 11,06
parents . ) < ,005
B errala) h2fans 17155 P
Chi square between |y = 51.26 | x° = 42.79 _
groups within .. A . .
years {df = 2) P <-.001 p < .00 .

became aware of the free busing provision. In contrast, the informa-

, tion level of parents-in the nonvoucher catchment area--the control

1transfer‘p61icies were related to parents'

group families--did not improve over time. Third, the accuracy of
parents! information about the schools fell sharply in Year 5, when
the vougher gchool minigehool program ;as supplanted by a limited
open enrollment plan. Year 5 represents a cleér break in the trends
that began in Year 1. )

At any given time, some groupstof parents were better informed
than others, and it is important to understand where information
levels were the lowest, so that these grcups can be targeted for

~ektté-sttenti6n in infqrmation_camﬁaigns. Table 6 shows how aware-
ness of tne choice systen, knowledge of free busing, and knowledge of
ethaicity, education,
income, occupational status, "alienation,” and aspirations and

expectations for their children. Again, the patterns are remarkably

Q

PAFulToxt Provided

consistent.

o Parents' expectations for their children were related

to all three kinds of information. The more years of
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PERCENTAGES AND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS
. - OF INFORMED PARENTS . -

1 . m" B ' ’ . -

) 3 : Av’ailabilii;jr T Parc.nt; NRights
Parent - " Existence of ‘- rof'Free: , . .to Transfer .
Characteristic ‘_Altemacives _ JTransportation «Children
) e 1 (Q38) N (Q48) - (QSSB)
Etfmicity B p < .001 . e ) ,'p~ <..001
Anglo - CofTexd . 799 | e0% 583. | 51%2 -(398):
o Black T clost L oseiledx 0 200 S0z (129).
Other. e Lgay . 228 89% 191 | 313 125) '
' Hexican-Anerican . ‘ h I . V.
“(English, tntetview) | 697 836 | 62% 647 | 50% (478)
Mexican-mrican e . - - .
(spantsh-fiterview) | 63 260" | 68% 241 | 68% (180)
‘Educration ’ - p < .001 : . '
Less than high school |-6622 217)| 61% 966 | 528~ 731
High school diploma | 76X - (645)|  64% " sos |six v 322 . . -
More than high school | 79% - (517)| 63% ° 390 | s4% 256
Income ’ 1 op<l00T -, N
< $7499 67%° 768 1 2% 612 tzz' 469 .
$7500-$9999 7% 397 | e6x 323 |'s3x 234 : £
* $10,000-$14 999 78% ~672 |63 . s10|sax - 370 :
> $15,000 71% 415 | 9%, 325 | 48% 166 ;
b
Alienation . . p < .04 ) ) e j?
Low ‘ 72%° 1258 | 64%% 1015 | 53% - 679 . %
High 70% 1125 | 60% .850 | 51% 632 /
Aspirations for Child p < .001 p <.001 é
Some high school | 6572 22 | sex8 © 17 | sex 1%
High school diploma | 67% . 551 | 57% 417 | soz 299
Some college jax 374 | 67x - 302 | 58% 226
* College graduate 73% 1015 | 64% 798 | 55% 548 i
Postgraduate - 78% 270 | 72% 227 | 53% 145 - ‘J
Expectations for Child p < +001 p < .001 p<.03 4
Some high school 6452 91 | 6212 .73 | s2x® 58
_High school diploma |69% 929 | 61% 720 |six se7
Some college 78% 341 | 652 266 | 57% 181
College graduate 752 632 | 66% s11 | sex 349 =
Postgraduate | 862 125 | 708 - 9% | 522 63
3Indicates significance level of chi square test. . §
. ' s
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-education they expedted their children to attain, the
more informed they were. )

o With regard te aepkratzbns, the same relationships nold
for two of the three information items. The more
education parents wanted their children to attain,

. the more informed they were about the choice system ’
(Q38) and the availability of free transportation (Q;é; ;
. o Alienation was negatively related to information 1evels.
' Highly alienated people tended to be less informe., but
‘the differences were small and in only one area (Q48,
tranSportation) were;they statisticelly significant
o Education and income wéré\positively relatéd to aware~ _
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ness of the choice system (Q38) but not to information

Frare s .  about busing (Q48) or transfer rights (Q55B).

? J 3 o Ethnicity was related to awareness.of the system (Q38)
%i " ,but nothing else. Anglos and blaéﬁs tended to be the
i; most aware of the choice system,

All of these factors--ethnicity, education, income, alienation,
,aspirations, and expectations--are intercorrelated. Trying to deter-

mine the. unique contribution of each factor (i.e., each independent

: variable) is difficult because of multicolinearity problems. But
é{’_, "~ taken together, the pattern of findings suggests that, where informe-
3 y tion levels were related to family background, socially advantaged

E}“ familieéowere better informed.1

i 1The one exception was that non-English-speaking Mexican—Americans
o were apparently much more informed than others about their transfer

L rights. This may indeed have been the case, or it may be that this

: is a spurious finding (the proverbial one-in—twenty error) or an arti-
fact of the wording of the Spanish language form of the questionnaire

. . or the way in which these respondents were interviewed. One thing

5 that suggests that the finding is spurious is that ‘the percentage of
A people who were aware of the choice system was lower than the percent-
6 age who knew about the district's rules. This is illogical, “since
general knowledge of the choice system should be higher than knowledge
about specific rules, and, in fact, this was the case in every other

ethnic” category.

61 '
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In sun, the survey data seem to suggest four conclusions: First,

’ awareness was higher- among voucher .than nonvoucher parents. Second,

* as predicted by Proposition 3. 2 voucher parents' information levels

improved over time. Third, the accuracy of parents' information about

~ the schools deteriorated sharply when inc voucher choice system was

supplanted by a district-wide open enrollment system. And finally,

as predicted by Proposition 3.1, socially advantaged families--that is,

““the better educated, higher income, non—Mexican-American respondents—-

were generally better informed about the voucher choice'system.

- ~a

Sources of Informatior .

.~ .

. We have seen that disadVantaged families ‘earned about school -
policies, but they did so at a slower rate than others. This may be

.explained, in part, by the nature of the informationinetworks that

tied Alum Rock parents together with each other and the schools.
This . subsection of the report describes the number and nature of the
information networks that different groups of parents used. to learn
about the schools. | J ‘ . )

‘The discussion is limited to households that had choices. This
includes: (a) all households in the "old voucher" sample, (b) alli
households in the "new voucher" catchment are except those interviewed
in Year 1 before the group entered the vouchéi system, and (c) all
families interviewed in Year 5,.when everyone in the district was
eligible for the open enrollment plan. Furthermore, the sample has
beén restricted to respondents who were aware of the choice. system.
This is logically necessary, because it makes no sense to ask people
where they learned about something that they say they know nothing
about. Altogether, the subsamples used in;this subsection represent
about 55 percent (2046/2725) of all the parents who were surveyed .
between Years 1 and 5. -

First, we consider the number of sources of information that
different groups o/ parents used. Next, we consider their exposure
to various sources of information, and finally we describe their

reported preferences among different information sources.

62
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Numbez of Sources.

»

" The average aware parent used four different sources of informa-
tion to learn about the Alum Rbtk choice system,(i = 4,07, SD + 2.44);
but the number of sources varied with ethnicity and education. Table_

’

7 shows that Anglos and more educated ‘respondents had access to more
sources of 1nformation. This explains, in part, why these groups

. were generally better informed:

Both education and ethnicity appear to be important explanations

of parents information sources, but these-two background variables are
interrelated. A further analysis shows that parents' education, rather
" than éthnitity,‘"explaiﬁs" most of the variance in the number of informa-

P AL E A TREs

tion sources parents-used. Table 8 shows the mean number of information
sources used by different ethnic and education groups.
. Table 7 ' _ "

MEAN NUMBER OF'INFORMATION SOURCES USED BY AWARE PARENTS, " ) ¥
PRESENTED ACCORDING TO ETHNICITY AND EDUCATION .o

v ANOVA Summary ‘

Parent -

Characteristic Mean SD n Source ss df F P !

° N ) E :

Ethnicity - . ) )

Anglo 4.34 2.53 664 | Total ~12129.73 2043 5.94 - :
Black 3.80 2.26 223 | Ethnicity 131.54 - 4 5.59 ,001

Other o 4.10 2.65 201 Error 11998.20 2039 ~--" - b

Mexican-American . 1

(English interview) | 4.10 2.34 702 - - - -— - :

Mexican-American ’ ’

(Spanish interview) | 3.4 2.35 244 - - - -- -- - i

. . PN

Education ‘ - - - :
Lesa than high school | 3.93 2.40 1074| Total 12096.92 2041 5.93  --

High school diploma 4.10 2.40 547 | Education’ 64.72 2 5.48 .005 B
Some crllege 4.39 2.54 421| Error 12032.20 2030 - -- -
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.. Table 8§

s

HﬁAN NUMBER OF INFORMATION: SOURCES PRESENTED ACCORDING TO PARENTS'
EDUCATION AND ETHNICITY, INCLUDING, ALL AVWARE PARENTS IN

. ’ ~ TREATMENT CONDITION ‘ . <
) Ezhnicity
- é"‘ A Mexican-Anerican Mexican-American
Education " Anglo Black Other  (English Interview) (Spanish Interview)
* Less than | e T PM'R . T
. - high:school”- X~ 412 3.8  4.16 4,01 3.45
e T - SD  (2.45) (2.31) (2.55) (2.36) . (2.35)
’ n 244 64 99 468 . 217
\ High school | _ - : ) : ,
©  diploma X .431 . 3.51 3.7 - 4.25 _ 3.57
sb  (2.53) (2.15) (2.77) (2.16) (2.36)
n 243 80 46 157 s 21
> Some college | X  4.59  4.00  4.33 4,34 5.00
sb (2.60) (2.32) (2.72) (2.53) (2.65)
n 196 - - 89 55 : .76 5
S9ufée ' daf M F P
Total ’ , 2039 5.88 - -
Ethnicity 4 5.11 . v 0.87 ' ns
B Education T2 20.29 - 3.46 N .03
Ethnicity and y -
education 8 4,71 0.80 : ns
Error . 2025 5.87. 000 - )

?

Exposure to Different Sources

To determine how aware parents learned about the Alum Rock choice
system, respondents were asked 0 identify which of eleven sources they

had used. The results are summarized in Table 9. School publications

; : . were the most frequently used source of information, and over half of
the aware parents had talked with teachers or principals. Formal meet-

inge-~PFA meetzngs, 3chooZ board meetings, and special parent meetzngs

e ‘ provided information to relatively few people-—~never more than a third
‘ of the aware parents, Newspaber articles reached about one-third of
; the families, but radio and TV coverage of the Alum Rock demonstration

reached only one in ten households.

é ‘ Q I f;q
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. Table 9 ' o

AWARE PARENTS' EXPOSURE TO DIFFERENT SOURCES OF INFORMATION e
ABOUT THE ALUM ROCK CHOICE SYSTEM - : Ty

A3

. Frequency of Use
Information Source (Percent) Rank :

Official school publications about

the choice gystem ~ . 93.6 ° _J
Special school bulletins ¢ 60.5 - 2’ .
Radio-TV. . .+ 15.3 t 10 R

" Newspaper articles : ©33.2 6.5 ?
_PTA meetings . 27.3 8.5 .
Special‘parent.ﬁeetings . 33.6 ‘ 6.5

I .
vrtnyed sel s e

School board meetings . - 10.3 1
_ Talks'with teachers and ﬁfincipals 53.1 _ :
! Talks with pargh;,ﬁounselbrs ' 45.2 i
TaIks with friends énd neighbors , 43.0 . E
Talks with children 27.8 8.5 :

et

A
H

Preferred Sources of Information

Three sourges were qosf fréquently mentioned when parents were )
asked to name the single "best source of information about the‘schools".' i
(Q4OB) About 30 percent listed school publications, whereas 22 per- :
cent mentioned _parent counselors, and another Z2 percent mentioned - -%
teachers and\gf?nazpals as their best sources of information. ) ;

Preferences for one or another source of information were related %;
to ethnicity and educational background. Table 10 shows that. respon-
d;nts who had more than a high school education preferred school
publications ﬁnd talks with teachers moré than'othera did, whereas
less educated parents prefefred parent counselors more., Table 11
shows that Anglos used school publicationé more than other ethnic
gfoups did, especially Mexican-Afiericans interviewed in Spanish. ' N

. Supposedly, all school publications were available in Spanish, but :

this may not have been the case. An altarnative explanation is that

65
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° ) Table 10 . -
AWARE PARENTS' PREFERRED SOURCES OF INFORMATION (Q40B)
PRESENTED  ACCORDING TO PARENTS' ;EDUCATION (EDUC3)

; e
wg L, Lt

‘e
¥
7
3
L&
i
3
s
i
>
£

- .
) Education .
‘ . Less Than ‘ ' CH
Source Righ School High School - Some College’ y
School publications 29.7% . 30.1% 35.9% B
> - : 251 121 109 .
. . * . . .k
e e Counselors 2 23.7% 24.1% 16.4% B
o 200 T 51 5
T : Teachers ©20.1% < 20.9% T 26.7% .
o ‘ C o6
oo - 170 84 83 :
s Other sources 2524% 24..9% 21.9% p
& C
. . 223 100 68 - 5
L NOTE: x> = 14.896, df = 6, p < .02. E
- ' Table 11 . : -y
’ . - AWARE PARENTS' PIiEFERRED SOURCES OF INFORMATION (Q40B)
= PRESENTED ACCORDING' TO ETHNICITY
;” Ethnicity
{N ) Mexican-American Mexican-American
i Source Anglo Black Other (English Interview) (Spanish Interview)
b School 36.4%° T30.6%  26.9%  3L.7% £0.5% :
- publications 176 56 39 180 - 31 ;
B i
Counselors 19.5% 30.67 16.6% 22.62% 25.8% .
100- 56 ° 24 128 39
. Teachers 23.8% 19.1Z 20.7% 21.0% 21.27%
a 122 35 30 119 32
o , .Other sources | 22.3% 19.72 35.9% 24.7% 32.5%
114 36 52 140 49 -
NOTE: x° = 34.184, df = 12, p < .001. -«
A SOOIV
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literacy, rather ﬁhaﬁ'langﬁage, was the factor that limited some i.on-
English-speaking Mexican-Americans: Jée of Qchopl,publicatibns.
Blacks, although only a small sample, seemed to give more cfgdgncg

to parent couﬂéelors, and there were only sball variations irn the
extent taiwhich the différent ethinic groups listed teachers as the .
"best source” of informgtion. )

) Further analysis showed that the relationship between ethnicity
and preferred sources did not hold for more educated respondents.
Among those with more than a high-thool eaqgation, ethnicity was
unrelated to preferred information sources, and' in general this group
_put moré credence in school .publications and teachers than other
groups did. ‘

w

Conclusions

The four Alum Rock parent surveys contain data about parents' in-
formation levels, their exposure to different sources of information,
and their preferred svurces of information. . The, results suggest the

following conclusions: Y

1. Awareness of the choice.system was higher among treatment
group pérents (i.e., those who had choices) than among

# control group parents.

2. Treatment group parents' information levels improved over.

' time, .as more parents became a®are of the choice system and
their options under the choice system.

3. The accuracy sf parents' information fell sharply in Year 5
when the voucher system was,réplgced by an open enrollment
systen that permitted fewer choices. Year 5 represents a ,
kind of repiicatipn of the Year 1 situation; infbrmation
levels returned to Year 1 baseline, and some groups were
better informed than others.

4. Where family background factors were related to information
levels, socially advantaged famii;gs wéré generally better

informed than othérs.

o A .67
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Y. * 5. _The average aware parent used four- different sources of | :“i
i ,f . informatidn to learn about the Alum Rock choice system, but :

A
it

" the number of -sources varied with .ethnicity and education.

WAL e TV e &
P

Anglos and more éducatgd rggpondénts in other ethnic groups

. ’ tended to have more sources of information, but education—- PR

[P Y

rather than ethnicity--appears to be the important factor.

6. Aware parents' ‘exposure to various sources of information

.ran from a high of 94 percent for official school publica-' A

: tions to a low of 10° percent for school board meetings. B i
About half of the aware parents had talked over their choices ¢ ‘
with pavent counselors, teachers, or principals. Surprisingly, U
the mass media--radio-TV and newspapers-~vwere used relatively
infrequently. : s
7. Aware parents were arcked to identify their single best source S
of information about the schoo}s, and the most frequently
mentioned sources were school publice Jne,(30¢pefcent),
parent counzelors (22 percent), and teachers and prinecipals
(22 percent). The more educated the parents, the more likely
tﬁey were to prefer school publications or talks with - ;
teachers; and conversely, the, é less educated the parents,
the more likely they were to prefer talki with parert
counselors. This probably reflects, at least in part, the g
' parent counselors' tendency to concentrate on the families
" “that needed the most help, the less educated parents who . ;?
had troubles with the official school publications and shied B

away from formal meetings with teachers and -principals. .
. 5 : 3

.
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IV. DETERMINANTS OF PARENTS' PROGRAM CHOLCES

. - .
- - 8
S - -

- »

‘We_begin with the assumption that parents' choices amcng alterna-
.tive schools gor at least types of schools) are important:, because
schools can make a difference in.children's behavior and life chances.
Debatés about the éffectsuof racial and social class isolation, ability
‘grouping, aptitude-treatnent interactions, and t..2 effects‘cf classroom
organization are all predicated _upon the common assumption thac dif-—
fe*ent kinds of schools have -différent kinds of effects on children,

If one accepts this assumption, it follows that on° ‘must. ‘be. concerned

about what kinds of children receive what kinds of instruction when

parents have equa1 cost alternatives. It is therefore important that
s e "~ we understand why parents choose the schools they choose for their -
—-- —children, This—is—the—issue—we—shall:consider—inlthts chapter: P

" what detemmes parents ~choiee of- elassrooms when: tkey ‘have equal
' .cost aZtematwes'f' )

— - ~0ne way—of conceptualizing—the“process of—ch“osing a school is
to” assume that parents weight each of the attributes of the alterna-
tive programs and then arrive at some owerall rating of each program.
The program with the highest global rating is their first choice, the .
program with the next highest rating is their second choice, and so v

on, Discovering how parents weight the different. features of alterna- fﬁ
tive schools is one objective of this research. Presumably, different
"roups of parents look for differ ent things ‘when they choose sche ols. '
We are interested not only in- learring how parents, in general, choose
schools, but also in identifying important differences in,the way
various groups of parents choose schools. ‘

We have two kinds of data about the way parents choose schools.
First; we have parents' self-reports of what they looked for when they
chose progréms for their children. Second, we can infer certain
things from the pattern of placement decisions that parents made for
their chiidren. The analysis is guided by certain theoretical ideas,

which are summarized at the beginning of each of the £ollowing sub~

sections, " These four subsections make these arguments:



* -and attitudes. :

‘e

1. Séhool location is the major determinant of parents program

“choices, especially at the outset of the choice system or when young

v

students .are. involved. ) B ) o L.

El

- 2. Noninstructional factors are more important than curriculum

¢

issues when parents choose schools, but to the extent that instruc-

,tional arrangements are important three factors seem to prevail
(a) broadness of .curricnium- content (b) content acceptability, and

:(c) classroom permissiveness. T .-

3. Parents program choices result in nonrandom clusterings of

'students according to family background factors like income, .education,

s

v

4,_42arents_ﬁprogram-choices—are explained‘" at least in part

by their-childrearing values' they choose schools that reinforce their

values, and these values tend to vary with family background.v
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Propositions About the Location of Alternatives

- ~ - - e e e e — -

The geographic location of the alternative programs undoubtedly

influences parents' choice of schools for their children. Picking a
ndnneighborhood school may raise certain problems, including “acreased

transportation costs and worries about travel safety. District

.policies (e.g., free busing) can reduce transportation costs, but it

is more difficult to reduce the other worries that arise when students
attend nonneighborhood schools.
The importance of school location in placement decisions has

been observed before. Jerdee and Rosen (1973), for instance, found

in their decision simulations that, for Anglo parents, a 45 minute—

bus ride was a more important consideration—than either the ethnic
mix of the student—bod?’or'theﬂinst;uctional arrangement. Similarly,
jinderman (1972), and Weinstein and Geisel (1962), in their studies
of black parents' decisions in southern "freedom of choice"_districts,
found evidence that‘gchool location was the predominant factor in
placement decisions, although cognitive distortion of the distances

to black and white schools apparently occurred in many cases.

i
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(RS PRIRT S I ¥

L W R rae §O P e 2k W B

i




T Fer A W S Nk e o E TR
3 ?

the Center for the Study of Piblic Policy (1920, p. 59) anticipated

.

-~

In designing the,standards‘for the %irst voucher demonstration,

that school location would be the dominant factor in placement
decisions, at least in the.garly stages of the demonstration.  They
argued that this would merely reflect parents' initial inability to

"see significant differences among the différent schools (see-Jencks,

1971, pp. 10988-10989).
The next three propositions summarize our predictions about the

effects of school location on parents® placement decisions:

4.1 Even when schools provide free transportation for
* ehildren who attend nonneighborhood -schools, the

# - ' .

geographic location of the alternative schools is

the single most important factor in parents' place-

ment deecisions.

4.2 The more highly differentiated the altermative
schoon, the Zess important the geographic location
of the schools in parentg' piacement decigions.

4.3 -Theolder—thechild, the less important echool

location in determining parents' placement decisions.
* <

Evidence: Loczition

The Center fox thé‘Study of Public Policy (CSPP,.1970; Jencks,

.1971) argued ‘that, at the outset of a voucher system,. parents would

be unable ¢o distingu}sh between different alternatives, and there-
fore their school choices would be based largely on simplistic and
educationally irrelevant considerations like school locat:[on.1 The

first two years of the Alum Rock voucher demonstration seemed to

1By labeling these factors as "“educationally irrelevant," we
are not saying that they are unimportant. They are eitremely important
to a parent who is comparing various alternative gchools, but no theory

. of learning that we know of would say that the school location per se

has an impact on learning.

71
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“follow the predicted pattern. ~ Among old voucher parents, there was
a: significant decline in the percentage- who™ thought that "for most
parents, -how close-a school is to ‘home is the most important reason
for choosing a school for their children to attend” (Q55H). . Consis-

‘-;tent with this apparent shift in attitudes, the percentage of parents
who chose nonneighborhood schools for their children rose from 11
percent in Year 1 to 18§percent in Year 2. Beginning with Year 3,
the pattern was disrupted and it is difficult to interpret the ‘

- attitudinal data on school location. Tn.;hat year there was a marked
increase- in the. percentage of .0ld voucher‘parents‘who thought that .
school location was'the single most important factor in choosing
programs . ) L : ST ©oC ST

Table 12 traces parents’' changing~attitudes toward school loca- '

tion, and Table 13 shows the_percentage of_youcher_childreniwho_..i_i

reportedly attended nonneighborhood hoolsﬁinieach_yearuof,theA o

| , .
;
« . - *
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demonstration. These tables suggest three conclpsions: First, the -
_Anitial shifts in attitudes and willingness. to seek out nonneighbor- —
hood schools suggest that over time parents came to-understand and ‘

value the differences between the alternative minischools. This is

PN T

consistent with the predictions of Jencks and CSPP. Second, the

data for the new voucher parents are difficult to interpret. One

L oranlet o

possible explanation is that one of the new voucher schools was

particularly disiiked and therefore parents, who were trapped in ) ',;

this school before the voucher plan began, fled when they got the

) opportunity. Third comparing Year 1 with Year 5, it appears that,

%0 : in general, school 1ocation was less important at the end of the
demonstration, although this is true only of the 'treatment' groups,
the people who had accrued some experience with choosing schools.

_In sum, the evidence roughly approximates the predicted pattern.

The importance of school location depended, in-part, upon the
age of: the chi1d. The older the child, the less important school
1ocation was, and the more willing parents were to consider nonneigh-~ '

gl borhood scliools for their children. The percentage of parents who ‘;

f " thought that "school location is the single most important reason
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Table 12

PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS WHO SAY SCHOOL LOCATION IS THE
""'SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT FACTOR" IN SELECTING
A SCHOOL (Q55H)

JERIC

A .
TR e providod ervc I o
- s N

NONNEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOLS (Q50)

o

Chi Square Within
. Groups Across Years
Parent Group Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 5 (df = 3)
0ld voucher parents 75.3% 69.5% 81.4% 66.9% 'xz = 14,323
T 452 223 127 180 p < .003
New voucher parents 74,47 69.5% 76.1% 62.2% x2 = 14.335
' 180 408 - 159 179 p < .003
Nonvoucher parents 72.4% 84.7% 70,92 73.42 ) x2 1\3.226
(controls) 126 61 95 196 ns
T . ‘ 1.2 2 2 2 PN ) -
-Chi. square between X = 0.615 | x" = 7,455 {x" = 4.429 | x" = 8.017
groups within - . . -
survey year , ns p < .03 p <.l p < .02
(df = 2) o o
. Table 13 ) .
® PERCENTAQE OF VOUCHER CHILDREN ATTENDING .

Chi Square Within

Parent Group Year 1 Year 2 " Year 3 Year 5 Groups Across Years
01d voucher parents 11.2% 1842 .21.82 12,42 xz = 15.73
) . : df = 3
(55) (59) (34) (33) p < .002
New voucher parents 26,22 17.3% 31.5% X2 =15.73
- (142) (36) (90) df = 2
p < .002
Nonvoucher ;éfents 11.22
(controls) - ~- - (30) -
P 2 2 2
Chi square between X = 4,116 | x” = 1,395 x" = 47.594
groups within - - - - —-—
survey year df = 1 df = 1 df = 2 .
(df = 2) p < .04 ns p < .001
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for. choosing a school" was 76 percent for parents of children 6 and .
7 years old, 73 percent for children 8 to 10, and 70 percent for ?
children 11 and. over (x =5, 996 df = 2, p < .os, gamma = .08, p < oz) 3
Parents program choices were congruent’ with these attitudes toward :

school location. The older theAchild,_the more likely the parents _ 4

were to pick.a nonneighborhood school. The percentage of children . »
) * in nonneighborkood schools was 14 percent for children 6 to 7, 13 per- £
. cent for children 8 to 10, and 25 percent for children over 10
(x = 54,32, df = 2, P < .001)
School —scation seems to be most important when parents have had i
little experience with choosing schools or they cannot distinguish ‘

__between the various -alternatives available to them.--Lat in ebefy B

——— e b i

- group and every survey, the majority of parents agreed with the

assertion that, "for most parents, school location is the most .

important “reason for choosing a- school." By anymstandard school %

location was an important determinant of parents schooi choices.

e e —— e

Propositions About Curriculum Content and Classroom Organization

°
-

A number of terms have been used to describe the differences
between classrooms: teacher-centered or child-centered, heterogeneous
grouping or homogeneous (ability) grouping, "academic" or '"practical,”

and more’recently "open" or ftraditionai."- Classroom typologies have 3

>been generated both on theoretical grounds (e.g., Barth, 1972) and
empirical grounds ‘(e.g., Barker et al., 1978). ‘
In most parents’ minds, classrooms probably vary in two basic Aé
ways: (a) curriculum contenct Odhat is taught), and (b) classroom :
organization (how the subject is taught). Moreover, these may be
independent factors in theory, but they are probably highly corre-
lated in practice. Highly structured instructional programs probably
tend to emphasize the 3Rs, whereas music, art; and social studies tend .
to receive more attention in less structured programs, Because those
dimensions appear to be correlated, people tend to think in terms of
a sinéle dimeasion, which might be labeled as "hard-soft." The "hard,"
subjects, which require donyergent thinking, tend to be taught in more

PR — Pa— .- e e e e e v 2 a? cedim P e e L aw - = — . e e e F e e mie e e v e A
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structured, "hard”" settings, whereas "soft" subjects, which require -

divergent thinking, tend to be emphasizé&/in less structured, "soft" .

& AAN SO e AR 3% 2w 8 R A e
Ten ST ERLESPI A

settings. The major propositions about curriculum factors are as 4

2

follows: : 5 \ ~ §

&
5
S'.-'
by
”\'
a
H
.
:
:

4.4 On the whole, curriculum factcrs are less important
than noninstructional factors (e.g., ethnic/social :
compogition of the school, the desire to keep siblings ;

‘ together, location of the schools).

" 4.5 Parents vary in the imporiance they place on class-

.
AR Bty

-room structure, and these’preférences are corre-
lated vith family background.

et . s
o PR
R L R

Evidence: Curriculum Factors

-

We have éhree‘pieces of evidence about the wéy parents' decisions

were influenced by curriculum variations in the alternative schools.

First, pzrents in all three gibﬁps--olai-new, and ndﬁ;oucher familieg--
were more interested in iﬁfluencing curriculum matters than any other )
area of achool decisionmaking (see Table 14). Thi; is congruent with
the findings of the Gallup Poll of Public Attitudes Toward Education
(Gallup, 1974). 1In this national survey, 64 percent of the parents

of public school children said they wanted more infgrmaticn about,
schools; and when dsked what kind of information,woﬁld be of partiéuiar
interest, the most frequent answef was "information about the curric-
ﬁlum." Topics like "more information about my child," "informatién >

" and "information éboug how parents can become involved

about grading,
in schooi activities” were ranked 10, 12, and 14, respective1§; even
though one might expect these issues to take precedence sver curriculum
concerns., ¢
Second, an open-end question (QA?R), which was used in the Year 2
survey, asked voucher parents to explain their reasons for choosing

particular minischools for their children. Only one-third of the

o
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. Table 14

- RESPONDENTS' ATTITUDES TOWARD PARENTAL
o N T INVOLVEMENT“IN SCHOOI. DECISIONS -

“

Percentage of Parents .
. Who Responded '"Yes! to: Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 5

Q36A. Do you think parents should  37.5%  49.2%  47.3%  45.82
be. able to help decide -

which teachers get hired or 381 . 482 _236 379
fired in their children s
schools? . ‘

Q36B. Should parents be able to 53 4% 62.84  61.3%°  54.5%
decide whether a principal . '
is hired or “fired? 542 615 306 45;~

© Q36C. And should parents be able  60.0%  68.6%  79.2%  67.8%
: to- help déecide. what, should '

. be taught- in school?- 610~ <672 --- 316 ‘Mmsgliff“
Q36D. Should -they be able to 54,92 61.2%7  61,9% ° 65.6% i
help decide how the school ;é

spends its money? 358 60C 309 . 543

parents mentiocned anything to do with curriculum, and this is using a s

generous definition of "curriculhm."

Table 15 presents'the re1evant:
~ data. It appears that curriculum factors. were less important than
other factors (e.g., school location) when it came to choosing hini-

3 schools, but recall that these data were collected at the early stages

of. the voucher demonstration, and perhaps parents had not yet learned -

to distirnguish between different schools. Curriculum matters may ’ 3

3 - . have become more important criteria after parents gained experience T 3

; ' in the voucher system. i
i . ~ Third, a11 parents in Years 3 and 5 were asked to indicate
preferences among competing,curriculum emphases (e.g., teaching 3Rs

only versus teaching a.broad range of subjects). Table 16 shows the

L3
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Table 15

FALL 1973 (Q49R)

PARENTS' REPORTED REASONS FOR SELECTING SCHOOLS,

wnpen e A Sty N epantres conms dhean g

Number and

Percent of Parents
Who Mentioned@:

Syt ek v -

Program Attributes

£ %

P ey e Teissd S

) Location close to home, no ‘transportation
. problems,

R EAL e st SN kS E
B - '

Principal is good, like the principal; teachers
.good, cooperative, helpful.

PR eIy
T AT
N -

Good school, one of the beét; like the staff
there; well organized.

Friends go there, want to be with friends;
child, siblings had gone there; was happy
there and didn't want to change; child
liked it there, more familiar .with“it{

e PR R DY poRpyrarsy

Program features: program suited child's
interest; individualized instruction,
independent learning; offers basics wanted,
reading, 3Rs, languages; offers enrichment
program; learn by doing; open activity. -

g 73 ANy T

173 70.97%

44 18.0%

46 18.9%
75 30.8%
78 32.0%

;
¢

i;ﬂ no choice about which school their child attended.

alt:erna't:ives.1

three scores for each respondent:

_groups or within groups across time.

v

- summed to provide indices of curriculum preferencee.

8Excludes 32 perents, 11,6 percert of sample, who said they had

perceitage of parents in Year 5 who endorsed each of the curriculum

A factor analysis of these seven items produced a three-factor

solution, and the items that loaded heaviest on each factor were

This provided

1The‘data have been aggregated across survey years and treatment
groups because subanalyses showe<d no significant differences between

R RV R R
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.Table 16

PARENTS' PREFERENCES .FOR AN IDEAL SCHOOL (Ql35A~G),

ALUM ROCK, YEAR 5 SAMPLE

Quesfion

01355; What kind of school would you want it to be:

e

B.

A strict school where students were .
always well-behaved, Or.cc.ceececnnsccnccness 62.7%

AN e

A free-school vheré stiudents could act
naturally.-."......................'............. 37o3z

A school where the students took.only

three subjects, reading; writing,.and

arithmetic until they really learned

them, or..................................... 50.3%

A school where the students took a lot

of different subjects every day such as

foreign languages, current events,

history, science, and health.ceeeeesceevscees 49.72

A school where students concentrated on
learning from books almost all the time,

OFcccecocsccvsccssssecsscsssssssscsssssssosscssanse 6304%

A school where students spent a lot of

time doing things like playing music,

putting on%school plays, taking art

classes or playiﬁg sports.....g.............. 36.6%

A school where the students spend a lot
of time listening to their teacher, or....... 58.9%

A school where the students spent a lot
of time studying by themselves or in
SmAll BrOUPS..ceeeessessssssssocoscasessssces 4l.47

A school where the teacher decided what
the students should learn most of the
time, OF.iceveescosoesscccnscccassssosescesecss 08.3%

A school where the students could choose
what they wanted to learn most of the
tiMe.eeeeeecrsceescososoncecscssccssssacscses 3I1.7%

A school where students take a lot of
time learning about problems such as
pollution, race relations, energy,

World peace, Or...sesescessesscvscassosassses 047X -

A school where students didn't spend
much time on controversial problems
1ike these...eeeseeseearesncscsocssccasocons 35.3%

A school where'studentsilearn practical.
things they co-'1d use when they got
out of 8ChOOLl, OF..vevrusvassascnconocnecanes 67.5%

A school where students study academic
subjects most of the time....c.ececoeeesesess 32.5%

527

313

2

- 423

418

305

492

343

a

573

266

545

297

566

© 273

78




=53~

1. A broadness index, (Q135F gnd C) measured preferences for
_ broad curriculum content or narrow, 3Rs content.

? ] 2. A subject matter controversy index (Q135F) measured N
. tolerance or intolerance fur controversial subjects.

3. A classroom permissiveness index (Ql35A, D, and E)

measured parents' attitudes toward classroom structure.

Each of the indices was érosstabulated by parents' ethnicity, educa-

tion, income, occupational status, and aspirations and expectations

v for their children. The results are summarized in Table 17, and

they suggest these conclusions:

o The varjous ethnic groups varied in their attitudes

-
¢

Z-—~—— -7~ Ttoward cutficulum broadness. Anglos and English-

«

{ -
speaking Mexican-~Americans favored a broad curriculum

S e waTaen 1 Aedeeiis bt
B

%

— ~——-~—~content%—whggegsiHexicaneAmeg{danS“thjwerE‘iﬁtérviEWeﬁ

S - in- Spanish -tended to—favor a—narrow curriculum content.
’ o The permissiveness index (labeled PINDEX3) appears
P . to have measured attitudes toward children's obedience.
rThe index is highly correlated witch another, more direct
measure of attitudes toward obedience (Q29F) (gamma = .55,
p < .001), and this prbvides some evidence of valiaity.
H ; ¢ Parents' gcores on the permissiveness index varied
; with education, ethnicity, and occupational status,
Blacks, Anglos;, and English-speaking Mexican-Americans
tended to be more permissive than others. White-
§ - collar workers tended to be more permiesive than
¥ : blue-collar workers, and parents who had more than a

¢ high school education were more permissive than less

57‘ educated parents.

=3
'

Parents' attitudes toward classroom "permissiveness" were corre-
lated with ethnicity, education, and oceupational status; this implies
that given the opportunity, different kinds of parents would choose

79
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' | | Tablel7 : -

é"“ . - SUMMARY OF CHI~SQUARE STATISTICS FOR RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN . 'é
i FAMILY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND v Lk
L CLASSROOM PREFERENCES _ -
PR 2
§ o
: a
e . - ‘o
ig. . Blue/White~ : Importance of -
R Index Ethnicity Collar Household Rducation Children's Obedience .
L (ETHS) (RQ69A) (EDUC3) " (RQ297)
§; 4 (PINDEX1) p < .001 ©© ns ' ns ns” c
3o N broadness of . v
5 ” Anglos and English- "
3 . curriculum specking Mexican- . ¢k
H Americans liked broad u
e curriculum content. L
IO Mexican-Americans , 3
e interviéved in & . » O
SR Spanish wanted s
;; narrow content,
2 (PINDEX2) : , B e
2 &t cont roversy . B
P of curric- - ’ v
%? ulum subject ns ns ns as . 2
e matter .
- - - = : i
(PINDEX3)——- ——— p-<~001—————p-<—09 P05 p=< 026 —E
5 N . d::::g::e_: _ Blacks and English- ’!{hj.ﬂgg-gcollar " More educatad Parents who empha- I
i zzss speaking Mexican- workers had . parents had sized obedience 4
N ’ Americans had, higher permissive higher peruis- (Q29F) scored low i
highegt permissive- scores than blue~" siveness scores on the permissive- .t
© ness scores, whereas collar workers. than_parents _ ness_index .
- Hexican-Americans‘ -with less than
interviewed in’ o a high school
Spanish had lowest education, *

permissive scores.
Anglos fell in
between.

iifferent kinds of schéols for their children. The Alum. Rock survey
data provide a direct test of this implication, and the Mamaroneck

. [
and Minneapolis survey data allow us to test the generalizability i
of this proposition. ' :

«

Proprsitions About Parents' Classroom Choices

4.6 Parents' free choiccs amonj diverse alternative } .

-

programg will resuit in statistically nonrdndom

:
g
o
f
7
pe)
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clusterings of children accordin'g- to social _ .
ekground factors. '
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: o In all three family choice systems, parents' classroom selections RS
£"¢ resulted in a nonrandom clustering of children according to family -Ag

background;factors such as parents' income, education, religion, and
occupational status.l
To permit comparisons with other school systems, the character- . w

istics of Alum Rock families who chose open or traditicnal classrooms

are summarized in Table 18. These data suggest that children in open : ;i

T classrooms came from families that were gelativé1§ more likély to be

white-collar workers, non~-Mexican-American, higher income, and higher

occupational status. The same pattern occurred in the ‘suburbaa New,

; ~ York minischdol systeme. The data in Table 19 show that cpen classrooms .
’ tended tq‘draw children from relatively wealthier, higher occupational
? status homes;‘énd school éhoicgs were relatéd to religion, whereaé in
Alum Rock they were related to language used in the home. - ‘%

finally, the Minneapolig SEA data reinforce our conclusions that '
children from relétivelyAadvantageﬁ_familiés are ovgftgpresen;g@rfn o B .
L open classrooms. Parents' education, as reported’in'é 19741975 - T

parent survey, provided a proxy measure of social class. According

to these data, 91 percent of the children in open classrooms had at

L 1ga§t one parent yho was a college graduate, whereas the comparable ) ff
“figure for children in traditioral classrooms:was 71 percent (x2 =
27,56, df = 3, p < .001). .

A dissertation by Terrell (1974) provides additional evidence.
His analysis of SEA school record data showed Ehat (a) fathers of -

.
1

children in open classrooms were-significantly higher in occupational
status than fathers of children ih traditional classrooms; (b) stu-
dents in open classrooms scored higher_ than those in fraditioﬁal
classrooms on the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test,.the Gates-

McGinite Reading Test, and the Modern Mathematics Supplement to the

Samade feom ¥

Iowa Basic Skills Tests; and (é) children in open classrooms had

siénificant}y higher absentgeism rates than children in traditional

-

-*classrooms. Terrell concluded that "ﬁased on the fiﬁdings of this

. 1
lAppendix D provides an analysis of the degree tc which Alum Rock
schools and minischool programs were segregated by ethnicity/race and
SeXe . ,
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TaBle 18

CHARACTERISTICS OF PARENTS CHOOSING OPEN AND
TRADITIONAL CLASSRGOMS IN ALUM ROCK SAMPLE

Type of Classrcom

“~

Farent Characteristic - ' Traditional " Open P,
Family income: percent over $15,000 402  (83) - 64z  (29) .01
'Education: percent attended - o
" college U ) 182 . (40) 30% (16) .04 y

- ,. ﬁ
Aapirations.' percent who want college
. education for child - 73%  (157) B2% (&4) ns
Expectationss vpérqeht who expsct child . : s
"to attain a college education - 50% (103) 60 +(32)
Spesk othier than English. in home . 397 (84). 15% (8) .01
Occupation: percent blue-collar 71% (139) 55%.(299, .03 '

aNot:e that in this and all other tables that present dichotomcus
data, only one Percentage and associated’ cell frequency is presented.
This permits parsimony in presentation and discussion, and,no informa-’
tion is lost. The unreported percentage aua cell frequency can be
inferred easily. Fox example, in the table above, 83 parents, 40 per-

‘cent-of -the sample, had incomes over $15,000, sc we can infér that

60 percent, or 125, had incomes of $15,000 or less. The unreported
cell frequency is computed.gs: 4N = 83, therefore N = 208; and .
(.6) (208) = 125.

study it can be implied that there is a relationship between alter-
native education programs an& the kind of‘student who chooses to at-
tend them. _Higher achievers tend to choose schools which are less
structured,’ such as the Open School. Lower achievers tend to choose
'séhggls whicP are more structured .o . and have a more tragstional
bsckground, as evidenced by the fact that they missed fewer days from
school 4 « « « The students who choose the less structured programs
are ysually from homes with parents who have high prdfessiosal occu~
pations or backgrounds." ~ .

The patterns from the three sites were remarkably consistent,
givén that the districts were very different.in terms of demographics -

f .
and alternative school arrangements. In all three districts, allowing
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Table 19,

CHARACTERISTICS OF PARENTS CHOOSING OPEN AND TRADITIGNAL
: CLASSROOMS IN MAMARONECK SAMPLE ]

v." “ ] B Type of Classroom _

Parent Characteristic Tradition#i

‘Open E

Family income: percent over - -
$15,000 - - - - - - - -80% - -(380)--85% (228)

Education:
college

percent attended S

86%  (408)

931
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- (248)

(457) 100%

97%

collége education for child (263)

Expectations: percent who expect
child to attain.a college

educatien 947  (440) (263)

Occupation: percent blue-collar 19% (90) 13% (34) .0

Religion: percent Catholic 45%  (201)  34% 8))
Jewish ZCZ (118) 427 ( .0001
Proteitant 207 129) 248 (61))

parents to choose scnools resulted in nonrandor classroom groupings.
l‘lopen"

available in all three districts, and this providzs a good basies for

classrooms and "traditional," self-contained classrooms were
cross-{istrict comparisons. In every case, open elassrooms tended to
attraet children from higher socioeconomic status homes.

is, How do we explain the consistent link between family Eé&kgfdun&

The questiqn

" and preferences for certain kinds of classrooms? Parents' childrearing

values may be an important mediating factor, and this is the issue we

examine ‘next. .
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— Propositions About Childrearing Values

Parents' social backgrounds--their occupational status and educa-d

tion in particular—-lead to certain childrearingtvalues, and these

e e i JRESPUpRE .

“values- influence their program choices. This is not to say that the
‘characteristics of individual children are irrelevant; parents do

- consider these factors, and'they may-choose one kind of program for

o oﬁefdﬁiia”Aﬂd ancther kind of program for a second child. But it is

also true that there are some consistent preferences or values oper-

MEM'Mwwm—w«aﬁngww—————“ e e

o2s - - vad

. e

e e o e - -

- Of course, people s preferences vary with the times, and prefer-
ences tend to vary cyclically between highly structured ("hard") and e
permissive" ("soft") approaches. Childrearing practices—-like s

parents~ preferences for different types of schools--tend to shift

-across time, and Urie Brorvenbrenner (1958)- has shown that middie-
-  class parents are the first to shift, There are at least three

. tenable explanations for this'finding: )

) 1. Bronfenbrenner attributes this to middle-class families' _ g
- greater exposure to "experts'" opinions about how to raise children,
but why experts keep changing their opinions is unclear. Unfortunately,\
Bronfenbrenner may . have maae an unwarranted causal inFerence. Middle-
class families may lead in childrearing value changes, and "théy may ..
. have more information -about experts opinions' but both of these
;mlf~ﬂ» " observations muy reflect another ract, i.e.,
2. Perhaps middie-class families are more attuned to long-term
- variations in the economy and hence they may tend to shift their
childrearing practices and their school preferences to emphasize the
skills that they believe are in demand. According to this view, when
_ Jobs are plentiful, the emphasis will be on 'developing the complete

" affective education; and_the like.. _When times are rough, —

person,

the emphasis is on developing salable skills for a competitive market.

3. Perhaps changes 'in childrearing values result for a kifnd of

educational dialectic. That is, changes are cyclical because an

-

- 84 o




idea comes into fashion, it is impléméhted and then carried to

excess, which creates a deﬁand for movement in the oppositi direction, -
which eventually leads to overcorrection, which leads to a méve in

the -ozher direction, and sc on. It is easy for schools to fall into a
cycle of fads because anything that looks "new" or "innovative" seems
to raise outcomes somewhat (or af the very minimum it raises satis-

faction with the schools). These changes are probably due in large

"“part to Hawthorne effects, i.e., novelty motivates people to produce
more or to .try harder. According to tgiéaargumeﬂt, changing instruc-
tional methods is a Qiable motivational strategy, and schools can
rely-upon this strategy tc produce short-term gains (if not in achieve=-
ment, at least in satisfactiqn).d.MiddlefgléQaAPQIgnts,_heing better
' "plugged into" school information networks, will be the first to see
shifts in educational values, and they will be the first to ghange
their childrearing practices to emphasize the skills that will lead
to "success" in school, as defined by the emerging standards.
3

All three of these theories--Bronfenbrenner'g "expert opinion"
argument, the adjustment to economic conditions argument, and the
cyclical fad arguﬁent-—lead to similar conclusions: naumely, the

content emphases and approaches that schools uge (and parents adopt

will be the first to shift. We have no data with which to prove or
disprove any of these alternative hypotheses. Ihe value changes in
question happen slowly over time, and certainly require more than the
five years to demonstrate. Of more immediate interest are cufrent
childrearing values that might explain parentsxprogram choices in
Alum Rock, Minneapolis, and Mamaroneck.

Against the continuous process of cyclical change, one can detect

some svable, relative differences between the childrearing practices

_of working and middle-class parents. _.elvin Kohn (1969) hus theorized
that ﬁiddleﬁciéés p;fénts emphasize children's independence and'iﬁdg-
ination (creativity), whereas working-class parents put more ‘emphasis
on children's obedience and respect for extermal authority (polite- '

ness). This, according to Kohn, is because parents want "success"

-
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for their c-hildres, and their own occupational expérience (and corre-
lated social backgroﬁnd) has taught them that certain behaviors lead
to “"success." Working-class occupations usuaily involve highly
routinized work‘thaé can be supervised clor:ly, and obeying authority
;lgads to job security. In contrast, most ﬁiddle-class occupations
cannot be routinized, and they require the worker to make decisions
under conditions of uncertainty. Imagination and independence are
evaluable traits_in these jébs. Kohn's tueory. suggests that parents

pass on their values to their children, 80 that the children become

- ixequipped ~to- operate-in -the-same- ~gocial-milieu—as-—their- parents:"*This*‘““*‘——"

helps ‘explain why children tend to acquire the same social position
_in_adulthood that -their parents held. ) ]

Occupation, specifically "job structure," according to Kohn, 1s"
the important mediator of differences between worying-class and,

.middle-class families' values. But Kohn's own evidence (Chapter 11),

as well as more recent evidence reported by Wright -and Wright (19763-
and Bridge et al. (1976), seems to indicate that parents' education
accounts for more of the variance in values than occupation does.
Childrearing values vary with socig} class, and so doas the
degree of task specialization between mothers and fathess. Working-
class mothers aﬂd fathers cend to have more distinctly different -

roles than do middle-class mothers and fathers. The degree of task

el

specializétion also tends to vary across
that the more economically developed the
tion occurs (Barry et al., 1957, 1959),

less common in the United States than in

cultures, and it appeafs
society, the less specializa-
Task specialization is prcbably

most other countries, but

stiil there are apparent differences in the division of labor within

working~-ctass and middle-class families.

Who makes schooling decisions

in a family may vary with social class, as well as the sex of the
child in question, but on the whole, schcol decisions, like other
child cafe functions, probabiy fall most often to mothers.
The .way childreéring values accrue from social and occupational
N ~"/ .
experience is an imnortant issue, and one that has implications for
our understanding of the way parents choose schools in alternative

education systems. The tollowing propositions seem teqable:

FRSE,
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4.7 Relative to middle-class parents, working-class
parents gre probably more likely to emphasize
children's obedience and respect for authority
(politeness). In contrast, middle-class families
are probably more likely to encourage creativity
(imagination) and reliance on internally set
standards (independence).

4.8 As a consequence of the influence identified in
4.7, we would expect to find that, when both
open- and-traditional classrooms -are available,
middle-class childven will be Overrepresénted

" in less structured, open classrooms; and : o

working-class children will be overrepresented
in more structured, traditional classrooms.

4.9 In general, mathers are more often the principal
decigionmakers ir. matters of schooling, although
there is more joint decisionmaking in middle-
class homes than in working-class homes. Moreover,
working-class fathers may be more interested in
the education of tl;eir male children than their
female children. Therefore, in explaining parents'
involvement in choosing schools, we predict a
three-way interaction between the sex of the
parent, the sex of the child, and the educational
background or social clase of the family. l

Evidence: ¢Chlldrearing Values

e

Family background characteristics predict parents' choice of
schools, wliere alternative schoolis are defined in terms of classroom
structure; and childrearing values may mediate the effects of back-
ground on school choice. The evidence for this propesition is sub-
ggwa_r}pial. First, parents' childrearing values vary with education

and other background characteristics; and second, psrents who choose

o

e
o
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open classrooms holo different values than parents who choose tradi-
tional classrooms.. A third, and more speculativé conclusion, is:
that mothers are most often the chief decisionmakers in matters of
schooling, but there is also a complex interaction between parents’
sék, the child's sex, and the family's social class or educational
background. T.ess educated fathers seem to be ﬁore interested in the

education of their sons than their daughters.

" Values and Educational Background
' The.evidence for the first conclusion comes from the Year 5
Alum Rock survey and, the Mamaroneck survey. Both survevs included
the instrumental values subscale of the Rokeach (1973, 1967) V&Zﬁe
Survey, Table 20 showo the median rankings of the 18 values grouped
raccording to Al m Rock parents' years of schooling.1 The importance
of six values increased monotonically\with education. These were:
independent (3.6), imaginative (2.7), intellectual (2.5), logical
(1.7), responsible (1.4), and self-controlled (1.4). ‘The importance .
of four values decreased with education: clean (4.4), obedient (3.1), .
cheerful (1.5), and forgiving (i.1).

ihe Mamaroneck survey (see Table 21) produced simllgr/rosults.
The importance of eight values increased monotonically with education:
broadminded (3.3), capable (3.1), courageous (2.5), helpful (3.3),
imagiﬂ%tive {4.6), independent (3.7), intellectual (4.3), anl loving
(1.4). Four values decreased in importance as education increased:
ambitious (2.2), clean (5.0), obedient (7.7), and polite (6.6).
Honest (1.1, ns) and forgiving (0.4, ns) showed nonsignificant trends.

The consistency of the linear relationships is quite remarkable,
given the radical differences in samples. One 1is quite affluent
(median income = $29,000, median education = 16.5 years), while the

1The values in parentheses represent the difference in median
ranks for the most and least educated groups.
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Table 20 °

NI

%h ALUM|ROCK PARENTS' MEDIAN INSTRUMENTAL VALUE RANKING PRESENTED
f ACCORDING TO PARENTS' EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT (YEAR 5) ~
fe {
Educational Attainment ‘ !
Difference Between
Less Than High School ! Most and
: High Schocl Diploma Some College T.east Educated
Value n = 430 n = 212 n = 175 Groups?
tAmbitious 5.91 (2)b 5.94 (3 6.35 4) 0.44
¢ Broadminded 10.56 (13) 9.91 (9 10.35 an 0.15
:‘Capable 9.57 {9 9.26 (8) 9.73 €)) 0.16
Cheerful 11.46 {16) 12,44 (16) , 12,92 (18) 1.48
-Clean 7.88 () 9.93 (10) 12,29 (16) 4,41
" Couragecus 10.81 (14) 11.56 (15) 9.88 (8) 0.93
:.Porgiving 11.14 {15) 11.43 (14) 12,20 (15) 1.06
. Helpful - 9.70 (10) 11.32 (13) 10.72° (13) 1.2
~Honest- 4.59 ) 3.56 ™M 3.96 ¢)) 0.63
: Imaginative 13.33 .n 12,69 17rn 10.59 (12) -2.74
- Independent 9.50 ® 8.58 (6) 5.95 3) -3.55
Intellectual 10.43 (12) 10.00 (11.5) 7.96 (6) -2.,47
" Logical 14.42 (18) 13.80. 18 12 70 “Qan -1,72
Loving 10.18 (11) 10.00 (11.5) 10.32 (10$) 0.14
' Obedient 7.08 4) 8,65 (7N 10.17 €)] 3.09
" Polite 8.30 (6) 8.00 (5) 11.03 (14) 2.73
. Responsible 6.30 3) 5.3" (2) 4,86 (2) ~1.44
Self-controlled 9.12 @) 7.95 (4) 7.73 (&) -1.39

‘ 3pifferences of approximately |1.2| or more are statistically significant at the p < .05 lavel,
according to median tests (Siegel, 1956).

bCompcsite ranking.

o




Table 21

MAMARONECK MOTHERS' MEDIAN INSTRUMENTAL VALUE RANKING PRESENTED

ACCORDING TO MOTHER'S EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Mother's Educational ‘Attainment

.

High School
or Less College Postgrad.

Difference Between
Most and Least

Value n = 165 n = 390 - n =202 Educated Groups
Ambitious 8.92. 9.30 11.13 - 2,21
Broadminded 11.14 9.07. 7.81 -3.33
Capable 9,78 7.57 6.70 . -3.08 .
"Cheerful £.89 10.28 9.93" 1.04
Clean 11.85 15.98 16.85 5.0
_Courageous 9.85 8.69 7.37 ~2;48
Forgiving 10.81 11.04 11.17 0.36
Helpful 11.28 10.96 9,97 -1.31
"Honest 3.02 3.22 4.07 1.05
Imaginative 12.38 9.67  7.75 -4.63
Independent 6.57 - 4.05 2.90 -3.67
Intellectual 10.78 8.45 . 6.44 -4.34
Logica® 11.25 11.27 10,72 . -0.53 -
Loving 5.91 4,61 4,56 -1.35
Obedient 8.38 13.50 16.06 7.68
Polite 7.44 12.10 14.03 6.59
Responsible ;la 4,91 4,86 %.66 -0.25
Self-controlled 11.08 10.99 11.93 0.85
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other is relatively poor (median income = $10,000, median education =
11 years), Yet, the directions of the linear trends across education

groups were identical for 11 of the 18 instrumental values., Table 22

°

summarizes the results, -

Table 22

*

SUMMARY OF TRENDS IN MEDIAN RANKS OF ROKEACH INSTRUMENTAL VALUES
AS RANK ORDERED BY ALUM ROCK AND MAMARONECK - SAMPLES .

Alum Rock - Mamaroﬁéék, R
Value Year 5 New York -

The importance of these values increased with education.

Imaginative 2.7% . 4,6 g
. Intellectual 2.5 ‘ 4.3 y

Independent 3.6 < 3.7

Logical 1.7 0.5 (ns) - . .t

Responsible 1.4 0.3 (ns)

Broadminded 0.2 (ns) 3.3

The importance of these values decreased with education.

Obedient 3.1 7.7
Clean 4.4 ) 5.0

’ Polite ) 2.7 6.6
Ambitious 0.4 (ns) 2.2
Cheerful . 1.5 1.04 (ns)

) 3Difference between most and least educated groups'
median rankings. An absolute difference-greater than 1.2 .
is significant at the p < ,05 level,

These patterns are exaétly wha: one would predict according to hY
Melvin Kohn's theory of class and,conformity. According to Kohn
(1969, 1976), working-class phrents tend to emphasize children's
obedience and conformity to authority because they have learned

through their occupational experience in highly structured jobs that

"\
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conformity leads to "success" (e.g., job security). Middle-class
famiiies, on the other hand, emphasize cxeativity (imagination),
independence, and intellectual performance because these are the . "
cualities that lead to "success' in their middle-class occupat;ons.
Unlike working-class jobs, which are highly structured, middle-class
jobs generally entail synthesizing Rrinciples‘under conditions of
great uncerfainty, and by definition the work cannot be supervised : -
rigidly. ) :
_ ""Job structure” is the key family background factcr which deter-

mines childrearing values, according to Kohn'S'theory;'but,Aof‘course,

education and job structure (and to some degree, occupational prestige)
are correlated. However, Kohn's own data (196%, Chapter 11) as well
as more recentranalyses of,National Opinion Research Corporation (NORC)
surveys (Wright and Wright, 1976), suggest that parents' education is

prdbably as important as job structure or occupational status.

o

Values and School Choices ’

* group, which enrolled less than 14 percent of .the sampled children,

Family background factors like education are correlated with
childrearing values; this was demonstrated in the last subsection.
Now the task is to—investigate whether chi%drearing values are related
to parents' school choices, where alternatives are defined in terms
of classroom structure. In the Mamaroneck sample, parents' classroom
choices were known., and they fell into three groups: traditional

classrooms, open classrooms, and team teaching classrooms. The latter

was excluded from the analysis. Table 23 compares the median value
rankings of the parehts who chose open or traditional classrooms for
their children., The patteras are clear: people who chose open class-
roomc placed relatively more emphasis on children's independence,
itmagination, and inteliectual behavior{ and those who chose trcdi-
tional classrooms placed-relatively more emphasis on obedience,

politeness, and cZeanbiness.l

Luciean® may mean “'orderliness" in this context, . N
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Table 23
MAMARONECK MOTHERS' MEDIAN RANKINGS OF INSTRUMENTAL VALUES
PRESENTED..ACCORDING -TO PARENTS' ‘SCHOOL CHOICES

(Low value indicates greater importance)

~ e

. : Classroom Type
; i Value - Tradit{ional Open
Obedient . 12.9 . 15,5
Polite 11.6 : 13.8
S ? Clean . - 15.6 16.5
2 Self-controlied 11.0 13,0
%f Independent 4.8 3.7
\' -lmaginative 10.7 9.1
? . : Intvellectual o 8.7 7.9
S Capable . " o83 7.2

’ .-

Thesg findings are consistent with our argument that parents'
edpcq}ional experience and their subsequent occupational experience
fosters certain instrumental values, and these values guide their )

. childrearing practices. In choosing a school program, as in choosing

toys or books or neighborhoovds to iive in, parents make choices that

are not based solély on their values alone. Their -alternatives~-the

things that they can choose among--are é:termined at least in part by

exogenous factcrs (e.g., the state of the economy and legal restric-
tions), but given people with similar alternatives, (as in the Mamaroneck
and Alum Rock- choice sys;ems),'we would expect to find, and we did

find, that (a) people with different backgrounds ho{s'different values,

% (b) peopie with different values choose ﬂifferenc\&i;:s of classrooms
i . .for their children, and (c)gon'the'face of it, parents' classroom - -

choices are congruent with their childrearing valves. Less-educated

are consistent with their basic values. Of course, their decisions -

parents, who éénerally hold lower status, more structured jobs, xend

L4
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" to emphasize children's obedience and respect for authority, and they
tend to choose more structured classrooms for their children. In

. contrast, more educated parents, who generally hold- higher status,
less closely supervised positions, tend to emphasize children's inde-
pendence and imagination, and they tend to choose less structured
classrooms for their children.

"The classrocm choices of Mamaroneck parents were consistent with

our Cheoretical'prédictions, but this does not prove that values
actually mediated the effects of family background factors. Con=-

ceivably, education and occupational background could ﬁéve deter-

mined both choices and values, and valugﬁ may have had no independent

effect on choices. .

Mothers dnd Fathers' Involvement in the Choice Process

o Proposition 4.9 was based on two assumptions: (a) school matters
fall to mothers more often than fatﬁers1 (Bridge, 1976), ahd (b) task
specialization is probably greater in working-class homes than middle-
class'homes (Barry et al., 1957). These assumptions suggest two
predictions. First, mothers are probably more involved than fathers
when it comes to choosing schools. And second, wdrking-class fathers
are probaﬁly more interested in the education of their male children
.than female children, and therefore in explaining parent participa-
tion in choosing schools we expect a three—way’interaction becween
the sex of the parent, the sex of the child in question, and the
social class of the family. ¢

One way of testing these propositions is to examine the Alum Rock
data on who signed each child's classroom selection form (voucher).
Presumably, the person who signed the form is the more involved of the
two parents, although this does not mean that they were the seie
decisionmaker. Bf particular interest is the interaction between

£ .

lTo be more péecise, "in most 'intact families,' mothers carry
the chief respoasibility for making day=to-day school decisions and
processing school information, but when a perceived crisis occurs,
6r a non~routinfzed decision must be made, fathers may be drawn into
the' gﬁgture." -(Bridge, 1976, p. 370.)




-« ° The most obvious:finding i§ that mothers were more likely ‘than

» -~
. fathers to sign the classroom selection forms, in fact the ratio was

- tive schools was the single most importan. factor "in their choice of et
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the child’s sex and parents' sex and educational background. Educa-
tion is a proxy for social class in this case. We predicted that

" fathérs, especially less-educated fathers, wouid sign the vouchers

more often for their sons than their daughters, but in all social

classes, mothers would be more likely to sign than fathers. The

data in Table 24 support these predictions. :
PO - \ - s

Table 24 - . .

PERCENTAGE OF FATHERS AND MOTHERS IN "INTACT FAMILIES" WHO SIGNED e
CLASSROOM SELECTION CARDS FOR THEIR SONS -AND DAUGHTERS

Fathers Signing for: Mothers Signing for:

-

Parents' 7~ —t
* Education - Sons ‘Daughters . Sons Daughters
Hizh school ' . . L. "L :
- or less 232 13.2Z2 100 5.7% | 875 49.6Z 556 31.5%

—

More t'an -« - - )
hig'. school 55 11.8% 47 10.17% | 228 --48.8% 137 29.3%

—

..

o .
> . . i
.
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4:1. But the data also show that fathers with a high séhool education
or less were two times as likely to sign for theif:sons as their
dahghte;s. This sdggests that less educated fathers are more involved
in schooling matters when the child in question is a boy. Of course,
th%f is correlational evidepce% and the déta are consistent with a

number of alternative explanations.

Conclusions

1

1. For most parents, the geographicaz,location of the alterna-

programs, but the importance of school location decliined somewhat as

parents gained—experience with the choice'system. Presumably they .
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learned to differentiate between alternative.schools, Also; school

location was less important when parents were picking schools for

children oyer ten. e
2. Curriculum f&ctors--what is taught and how it is taught--
were important for only about one-third of the parents. Non-instriuc-
tional factors like school. location (mentioned by 71 percent of the
parents), and the desire to keep siblings and-friends together
(mentioned hy 31 percent), were as important or more important thar

curriculum factors (mentioned Ly 32 percent) or scheol personnel

4

. -

(mentioned by 18 percent).
3. What did parents look for when they considered the offerings

of different schools? The Alum Rock results suggest that Anglos and
Mexican-Americans who speak English wanted a relatively broad curric-
ulum, whereas~Mexican-Anericans interviewed in Spanish wanted a
restricted narroy curriculim content. Attitudes toward cZassroom
8tructure-- permissiveness"-also varied with ethnicity, as well as
Blacks and English-

speaking Mexican-Americans scored higher on the permissiveness index

occupational status and educational background.

than Anglos and much higher than Mexican-Americans inte*viewed in
Spanish. * White-cqllar workers scored higher on the permissiveness
index than blue-collar workers did; and the more educated parents
tended to have higher permissiveness scores. '

4, In principle, aétitudes toward classroom structure--per~
missiveness~~should predict parents' choice becween structured,
traditional classrooms or less structured, open classrooms; and the

enrollment patterns supoort this assumption. In Alum Rack, the

chlldren in open classrogns tended to co ..;fom significd};ly better *

educated, wealthier, white~collar households. In the Mamaroneck
sampge; children in open classrooms tended to come from wealthier,
better educated, white-collar families, and their parents tended to
have significantly higher hopes and expectations for their children's
educational'attainment. In Minneapolis, the children in open class-
-Toomg werk: more likely than others to'hqhe at least one ;arent who
was a college graduate (91 percént versus 71 percont), and Terrell

(1974) showed that chilaken in SEA's open classrooms came from higher

T (
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. experiences--notably education and occupational experience--teach

s _ -71-

Y

occupational -8tatus homes and had higher achievement test scores than
children in more structured classrooms. All of the data suggest ‘the
sane conclusion: when parents have choices between -open and tradi.
tional cldssrooms, children from socially ‘advantaged families tend-

to be over:cepresented_ 11 Legs ‘;atruetured, open glassr;oms. The obvious

" ‘question. is, Why axe parents frém socially advantaged households more

likely to choose less formally structured classrooms for their children?
5, Parents childrearing values may mediate the effocts of

family background factors on classroom choices. These bac¢kground

parents that certain behaviors lead _to success,' and they incdrporate

these lessons into thei¥ terminal and instrumental values which in turn

guide their childrearing practices. . . D

' _The Rokeach (1973) Value Survey instrumental values subscale was °

" administered in the Mamaroneck survey and the Year 5 Alum Rock .parent

survey, and although the communities were Vastly different, the survey

+ 4

data yielded-a consistent picture. The more educated the parents, the
more they tended to emphazize children's independence, irﬁagination,
znteZZzgence, logical thinking, responszbzlzty, and broadmindednese;

whereas the less educated parents put relatively more emphasis on

children's obedzenee, Z1teness, cleanliness, ambztzon, and cheer- -
. o :

Fulness.

3

These data are consistent, at least in a correlational sense,

“ with sociologist Melvin Kohn's™ (1969) thesis that parents learn their

values from their occupatiimal and educational experiences and then
pass these values on to their children, so that the children come

to hold the values, attitudes, beliefs, and competencies.requirednfor
"successful" pe.formance in the same social niche that their parents
occupied. On the whole, working-class parents work in jobs that are
routinized and therefore eagily subject to close‘sugeruision, and

they learn that ohedience and respect for external'authority lead to
job &success" and hence security. In contrast, the work of most,
middle-class parents is not easily routinized, and it tends to involve
the creative synthesis of general principles under conditions of un-

certainty, Independence, imagination (creativity), and broadmindedness

2
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tended to lead to, success in these occupations, aid middle-class

parents pass these lessons on to their children, Kohn's theory sug=-

.+ _gests that working-class parents will prefer traditional structured

B classrooma for’their~children, whereas middle—class parents will pre-

fer less structured, open classrooms' and the data from all three
family‘chbice school sites confirm this prediction. .
. . 6. Mothers in "intact" homes were foir times more likely than
) fathers to have signed their children's program selection card
(voudher), and from this wé infer that school decisions fall more
_ to mothers than to fathers. The data also suggest that less=-educated
fathers were more involved in the schooling of -their sons than their
daughters, because these fathers were twice as likely to have signed
the voucher for their sons. Of course, thesé are correlational data,

and alternative interpretaticns are plausible. .

-
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~ Vo_PARENTS' SATISFACTION WITH ALTER JATIVE EDUCATION

. - . A .
- . P

~

— ' Supposedly, parents like schools better when they can choose pro-‘
'~grams ‘for--their-children, or_at least that is the common lore among
proponents of family choice in schooling. Three points must be made‘
K jin considering parents satisfaction with the schools. _"’T
First, we must distinguish between different aspects of the edu-
-cational system. Jn principle, parents might hold different views o
-about different aspects of the schools. That is, they may "have dif-
tferent feelings about the scholastic progress of their own child, the‘
overall .quality of the schools, or particular teachers or school per-
sonnel;, But there is another view ‘that holds that a person 's satisfac-
=7 : tion ratings are so highly intercorrelated that to know one makes it
possible to predict all of the others. This is commonly known as a -
d halo effect. The degree to which parents do or do not have highly
,differentiated evaluations of the schools is an empirical question.
o We will assume a middle ground position and attempt to document it
with data. Our view is that parents satisfaction ratings can be .
divided into at least two categories. (a) evaluations of particular
- i schcol personnel, and {v) global evaluations.of the schools, T
P ,i . Second, we must weigh the significance of "parent satisfaction
‘ ' as an outcome of public schooling. /Obviously,.policymakers would like
parents to be satisfied rather than dissatisfied. But-maximizing
parents' satisfaction with the schools is not the only objective or
even the:most'importaut objective of schools; student achievement and
effective outcomes -are also important.

Third, in the Alum Rock case, methodological problems, which will

° be :detailed shortly, make it difficult if notvlmpossible to infer why 1
satisfaction ratings changed or did not hange over time. Statisti- . z
—— cally;—we~can~detect-and describe_shifts in satisfaction ratings, but Tﬂifg
the data do not permit us to infer causal relationships with a high ~;§~%
degree of confidence. Because of these considerations, especiaily the - :

second and third points, we will devote relatiVely little space to the
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_As a gtarting point, the following ‘propositions seem tenable:

5.1 . It is possible to'differ{entiate ieyaeen various kinds of
sdtis‘faction with the schools, although ratings of the
. vamozls aspects of the. schaols will be somewhat posztwely .
s e T Mcom'elated because of (a) halo effects, and (b) common .,
" method variance. - L.

3

.5.2 “Pavents' satwfactton unth the schools will be negatwely
s - ', related to their education, income, and occupational status,
n anid posi't'z'ive“ly related to feelings of "aZie"nqti'on. " -This
.somewhat. counterintuitive proposition is. based cn the
aBswrptibn,«thqt the iiigher a person's expectations, the
higher the probability that a given.aapect of the schools-
will not live up to tneir- expectatwns.
5.3 In general, parents gwe higher ratings to school per-
sonnel (e.g., their childien's teachers and principals) -
‘ ~ than othér more ‘digtant aspects of the school system.
- " . this is based on the assumption that pavents wich to avoid
cognitive inconsistencies ('dissomance"); to bel'zfev‘e' that
. school personnel are incompetent is ‘dissonan'l_: with par-
 ents' desires for theiin elildren. = Of course, grossly in-
“competent personnel will be negatively eva'i:uat_ec'l (and )
avoided if possiblel, but through a wide range of "ormal"
levels of competence, pargnté will tend $0 be satisfied
. . with the people who supervise their children.
. . 5.4 The more difficult it is for paregzts-to reverse a place-

' ment decision, the more pbaitively they will evaluate their
choice of programs. This is because cognitive consistency
needs are served most easély by "rationalization" when de-
eisiong are largely” wrevocable. ”

5.5 In general, parents' satisfaction with the schools increases
substantzally at the outset of an innovation and then n
falls when the situation does not live up to their inflated )
empectatwns.
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: : \‘f“r " Methodological: Considerations - -. - Yo
< ‘Explaining -parents' satisfaction ratihge poses some thorny prob- - '

£ leds;'because'there are no objectivetbéhchharis against which these _ {
e ratings can be judged. If one is dealing with parents awareness of , g
v their choices, one can use the number of ¢hoices they actually had as Lk
‘A~~~—-~—aameaaqre_o£7tbeir awareness._lBut“in the case of satisfaction ratings, .
- ' we have no objective measures to use as validity criteria. This 1is

?," ' only part of: the problem. -

Whenfyear-to-year comparisons show apparent differences, we must

) ednsider a series of rivallhypotheses.

H > -
‘ .

5', 1. Are the changes '"real' or are they eimply due to' normal ‘ -

" . o sampling variations? This question can be answered sta-

I A tistically, although the, answer is a. probability estimate

ji‘ rather than a simple yes of o - ¢

%y,‘ 2. 1If tbe changes are "real" (that is, probably not due to . ' Y

. . saﬁpling_variations alone), are the changes due to exogen- -
ous .factors that_are operating in the society at large (i.e.,
history artifacts)? Or,

. . . - 3

T 3. Are the apparently 'real! changes due to Hawthorne effects,

P - thatﬂis, reactions to being in a much publicized experiment? é
;; ' Or, ' ) " - tif
c 4. Are the "real" changes due to the effects of giving parents e ‘é

choices? In other words, did the treatment--thec choice ’ :5

system~-have an effect?
In principle, we cannot separate out hypotheses three and four,
o but these can be separated from hypothesis'two by comparing the treat-- i
ment groups (those families that had cboices).with the comparison group :
(those families that had no choices). This would be -easy to do, except

8% VLA A daw

. that in, Alum Rock the treatment and comparison groups were not -com-

R e

é;' pletely insulated from each other, and events in the treatment group
spilled over to the comparison group and changed their attitudes.,
Thié_problem was discussed in Chapter II:_‘Another, more severe prob-

lem is that the treatment--having choices=--changed from year to year, 3
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" and hence satisfaction ratings reflect more than simply the availabil-

ity of choices, the particular rules governing choices also had an

effect..

These methodological considerations should be kept in mind as the
data on satisfaction ratings are presented below. The format is as
foliow5; First, we describe the satisfaction measures and how they
are interrelated. Next, we show how satisfaction with the Alum Rock
schools and sa;isfaction\with specific school personnel vagied with
faﬁily background factors. The last two subsections®show how two kinds
of satisfaction measurez varied over time.” e @

-~

Interrelationships

_The four parent sutveys contained a number of items that were sup-
posed 10 messure sétisfaction. Four itémp were selected for intznsive
analysis because (a) they represented a br;ofi categories, (b) paté
were available for all groups in all survey years, and (c) the measures
showed sufficient variance to be interesting.

Satisfactinn with the educational system in Alum Rock was mea-
sured by two items, "In gemeral, how satisfied are you with the kind
of education your child(ren) can get in Alum Rock--are you very sat-
i8fied, somewhat-satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied. or very dissatis-
Fied?" (Q30), and "In gemeral, do you think that the education (CHILD)
18 getiing at (SCHOOL NAME) is very good, good, fair, or poor?" (Q8).
The idea here was to measure global evaluations of the educational sys-

tem rather than satisfaction with specific characteristics of thé-schools.

The last two items measured satisfaction with key school personnel.
One item asked, "Do you think the principal is doing a very good job,
a good job, a fhir Jjob, 6r a poor Job?" (Q9), andithe other item was
worded the same way but concerned the selected child's teacher (QL0).
The intercorrelations between these four items, pooled across
survey years, a?e shown in Table 25; and the results suggest that the
satisfaction items have more than face validity. The intercorrelations

between the four items range between .24 and .54, with a median gamma

102

ovrin st e oo e bt p— et A st e _—




e ke e ot <ae i b5 i b o ot ot s B St s b o= 5 T e 58 b ot e o 5, e St e S

Table 25 ‘

INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES OF PARENTS' EXPECTATIONS

e

FOR THE SCHOOLS AND THEIR SATISFACTION WITH THE SCHOOLS, s
* SCHOOL PERSONNEL, AND THEIR NEIGHBORHOODS® - T

e

N Questiqn . Q8 .Q30 Q9 _QlO Q125
3 QS: - Satisfaction with ‘
child's education | -- .382 ,488 .536 .224
QéO: » Satisfaction with : . . E
education ‘in - ] s )
Alum Rock ’ - == 1243 ,230° ..167
Q9:  Satisfaction with’ N
R child's principal | -- —_— -~ 436 ,094

'Q10:  Satisfaction with . -
child's teacher - - - - 149

Q125: Satisfaction with -~ _
neighborhood - - - - —-—

2a11 gammas were significant at p < .001, except one murked
with an asterisk (*), which was significant at p < .05. .

of .44. Interestingly, the neighborhood satisfaction item'(Q1§5),1
which was included here for comparison purposes, was significantly
correlated with the other satisfaction items (because of the large
sample sizes) but the correlations were weak (median“Y = .12), .80 we
are hot measuring generalized satisfaction-dissatisfaction with life.

Satisfaction and Family Background Factors

°

Before we consider how thé‘choice_system changed people's satis-
faction ratings, we must ask a more basic question: Were some groups
more satisfied than others with the schools and school personnel? The

answers to this question can be seen in Tables 26 and 27.° In these

—_—
1The specific wording of this question was, "Overall, how satis-

fied are you with this neighborhood as a place to live--véry satisfied,
satisfied, dissatified, or very dissatisfied?"

ol
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Table 26

PAPENIS! SATISFACTION WITH THE SCHOOLS CROSS-TABULATED
BY FAMI‘LY ‘BACKGROUND FACTORS .

S

Percent of Parents

"Who Said Child's

‘- Percent of Parents Who

Were "Satisfied" or "Very

s " Parent Education Was "Good" Satisfied" with Alum Rock
Characteristic or "Very Good" (Q8) Schools (Q30) ,
Ethnicity ap < ,07 - 8 < 001 —
Anglo 78.8 ° 786 79.8 . 812.
Black = 72,5 . 243 . 77,9 265
Other ° 77.6 270 . 8646 311
Mexican-American : o i
(English interview) 76.0 897 8645 1041
Mekican-American o . .
(Spanish interview) 80,1 323 91.8 379
"Education ap < ,008 - Ap < 001 y = .20
i W ‘ . p < .001
Less than high school 76,1 ° 1369 87.5 1610
...--High school diploma 81,0 670 82,6 693 -
More than high school 75,0 476 7649 500
Income 8p < ,008 Y = ,04, ng 8p < .001 Y - -.168
‘ : A .001°
. <$7,499 71,2 859 87,1 993
$7',5007$9,999 79.5 435 86.1 483
$10,000-$1.4,999 77.9 673 83,2 T729
>$15;000 73.4 . 417 78.9 ' 457
‘Alienation (Powerlessx;ess) ap' < ,001 y =258 ap < L001 'Y'- «280
p < .,001 ¢ p < .001
Low 81,6 1712 .87.8 1285
High 72,4 1556 -8043 © 1525
Occupational Status — -
Blue collar 75.9 920, .
White collar 76,2 o221
Aspirations for Child - - - -
Some high school 63,6 21 76.5 26
High school diploma 76.6 617 8648 722
Some college . 78.9 - 492 85.9 432
€ollege graduate 77.0 1376 83.4 . 1157
Postgraduate 77,7 268 83,5 294
Expectations for Child - - 2 < .001 Y= -.iO
p < 005
. Some high school 71,4 100, 81.8 117
High school diploma 76,2 1010 86.4 1167
‘Some college | > 7544 - - 325 8642 441
. ~College graduate 79,6 667 82,2 692
. Postgraduate 80.1 113 79.3 . 115

—

e S S Yy

®Indicates significsnce level of chi square test] 04 ' h
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‘Tabie 27

.PARENTS' SATISFACTION WITH. SCHOOL PERSONNEL CROSS-TABULATED
N BY FAMILY BACKGROUND x'ACTORS

NI

Percent of Parents Who Were "Satisfied" or

"Very Satisfied" with Child's

Parent
. Characteristic - Q9 ?rincipal QlO ~ Teacstu;r s
Ethnicity 3p < ,005 -~ |% < .001 -
_ “Anglo - 85.4 ., 758 | 87.0 859
- Black* : o 76.1 216 7847 262
. .Other 83.4 L 272 | T 85.7 294
_ Méxican-American ' " . )
(English iuterview) 81,5 834 |- ~-83.8 - 963
Mexican-American . . - »
(Spanish interview) 84,4 . 320 +9042 360
' Education . - .' - - el
. Less than high school 82,0 . 1323 84,8 1493
High school diploma ¢ 8445 621 87.2 -714
" More than high school 82.3 452 83,9 - . 528 ¢
Income .- - - - -
-<$7,499 83,2 820 | . 849 © 934 °
$7,500-589,999 82.4 411 - 85.3 ' 458
$10 ,000-§14,999 - 84,1 . 4638 83.5 . 726
>$15 ;000 - R 81.6 412 85.2 476
Alienation (Powerlessness) | 2p < o001 y = 4254 |3p < 001 y = 261
. ' p < .001 P < .001
.. Low 8642 1316 88.5 1494,
.High . 78,9 . 1085 81,8 1248
Occupational Status - ' - - =
Blue collar 82,1 . 868 | 84.5 1006
White collar 82,2 212 85.4 246
Agpirations for Child - - - -
-Some high school 1.4 20 93.3 28
- High school diploma 80.2 575 83,2 657
Some college 83.1 358 86,8 429
College graduate 83.7 1036 85.8 1157
Postgraduate 82,0 251 83,7 283
Expectations for Child - ~= .|8p < ,001 ¥ = +089
- N P < .04 ’
_Some high school 75.4 95 - 7646 105
High school diploma 82,7 977 84,7 1099
Some college 81,3 314 - 8663 366
College graduate 83.3 622 | 87.0 718
Postgraduate 85,0 108 83.6 . 117

aIndicates’significance level for chi square test.
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tables, the depehdent variablea-(ggneral school satisfaction, and sat-
ross~-tabulated by a number of
family background factors, including parents' ethnicity, education,

- isfaction with school peraonnel--

- income, "alienation," -occupational status, and the parents’ academic
’ aapirationa and expectations for their children, summed across years.
The results of the individual analyses are brought together in !
Table 28, which identifies the significant relationships (as tested ..
by chi square statistics) and the strength of these relatlonshipa (as .
indicated by gamma atatiatica).- The results can be sutmarized aé
follows: )

-

1. "Alienation," by which we mean "powerlessness," was con-

sistently important. The more alienated people claimed

to be, the less satisfied they were with the schools, and

the less satisfied they were with their child’a pri.cipal
. ' .and clasaroom teacher. ‘The relationships are noteworthy.

. . ranging from a gamma of -,25 through -.28. , : i
Parents' gducatton was correlated with their generak satis-
faction with the schools but nothing else; the more educated

the parents, the Zess satisfied they were with the schools,

agypredicted. (Propoaitioq 5.2).

Family income was related to. general aatiafaction with the

) achoola, but not to satiafaction with teachers or principala.

The more affluent the family, the less satisfied they were
with the AlumRock schools. - .

4, Occupatiénal status and parents' aspirations for their chil-

dren, as measured in this study, were'unrelated *to satisfac—
o tiom ratinga. - .
5. E%hntctty was 3 consistently aignificant factor, even’ though '

the varioua ethnic groups showed relatively-little variatiopn*
in aatiafaction. Mexicaanmericana interviewed in Spanish,

and Anglos tendedfto be the most satisfied;, and blacks tended
to be the least satisfied. We tend to attach relatively little

importance to these findlngg, because (2) the differences be-

" tween the highest and lowest groups; are atatistically signifi-

cant but relatively small in magnitude, and (b) differences
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. Table 28

SUMMARY OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN EXPECTATIONS AND SATISFACTION RATINGS
ARD FAMILY BACKGROUND FACTORS

o~

\

1

RO _ Aliena_tfion Occupational '
s Ethnicity | Education | Income - | (Powerlessness) .Status Aspirations | Expectations
-Question- ' (E’I’l“ (EDUC3) (INC4) 5 (ALIEN) (HHOCC2) (RQX8A) » (RQ18B) " !
. Q30 satisfied with |9 < .001|3p'< .00k |% < ,00L| % < .001 ap < ,02
L. ., gQucation in Y = =251 [y =164 | ¥ * -.280\ ns ns
Q8 Child\’%:etting 8 < .07 | % < .008 | % < .09 & < .001
good edudytion ' : °
g: (School) Y = ~-.258 . ns ns ns
. .Q§ Satisfaction withwap < ,005 ap < ,00Y < ’
X pl::incipal;- ) ns ns ‘y = -:.25{‘ ns _ ns v ns
QL0 Satisfaction with | %p < .001 - 3 <2001 a, < .03
f teacheér ) ns, { ns Y = ~.261 ns ‘ns 'y = ,089
,*-' - p indicates significance levc.{l for chi square test. Only gammas () significant at p < .05 are shown. ' The
- Jetters ns indicate statistically nonsignificant findings. . o,

e

—ve

i
vp'




-82- .e .‘- -
between Mexican-Americans interviewed in Spanish and other'
groups may be due to differences in the questionnaires or

- interviewing procedures rather than to real differences in

opinions.. . - - o

L
-

_ In sum, satisfaction ratings did vary by ethnicity, education, in-
come, - and especially parents’ "alienation," and all of these relation-
ships were in the directions predicted in Proposition 5.2. The question
ds, ﬂow did the availability of minischool choices affect parents' satis-
faction with the schools and key school personnel? To answer this ques-

‘:tion, ve will examine trends across time.,

Satisfaction with Alum Rock Schools

) Here we will present evidence from two questions that ask for gen-
e eral evaluations of the education available in Alum Rock. One item |
asked, "In general how satzsfbed are you with the kind of education
your:; chtZd/bhderen can get in Alum Rock?" (Q30), and the other asked,

In general do you think. that the education (child) is getting at (schooZ)
,18 very good, good fair, or poor?" (Q8). The analysis procedure involved
: N three steps' First, chi square statistics, a measure of independence,

’ were conputed between groups in eaph survey year. This told us whether
the three groups--old, new, and nonvoucher parents--held different

evaluations at & given point in time. Next, tests were conducted within

A3She

‘ :«‘ “groups acroea yeara to see if a group changed its opinions, on the aver- -

ae age,’ovet time.. A third step vas undertaker when significant trends .
across tine were detected, the within group chi square statistic was
partitionéd into linear and nonlinear components according to a method
supplied by Maxééll (1961). This partitioning tells us whether the
obsetved trends were relatively constant across the demonstration (i.e., .
”a linear trend) or changed up and down at different times (i.e., a non-

"**linest trendx. > : o

-

J— The»analysis described above -produced the following concluslons

. -

about parents general sdcisfaction with the schools.

.
. 1 .. -
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'V‘linear trends in the voucher.parents satisfaction with the schools.
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l: Across time; voucher parentsf-old and.new alike-~experienced
significant changeg’in their-satisfaction with the schools. _
Like expectations,q:ﬁe setisfaction of voucher parents rose |, .’

in Year 2 and then hit bottom in Year‘S' when the voucher

., choice system was replaced by the- 1imited Open enrollment )
~ </ . N 4 e

Y

N p]an.
* o2, The"ptisfaction of nonvoucher parents--the comparison
) group' --fell slightly but consistently across time, and al-
.+ though the linear trend is significant, the magnitude of _
____the drop is quite small.. ’
3; Even in the’ periods of least satisfaction, no less than 65
percent of any group expressed satisfaction with their chil-

dren's school (Q8) , -and no less" than 76 percent expressed

- satisfaction with the quality of education available in -
T Alum Rock (Q30) All things considered, the majority of l

parents in every group .and every survey year were satisfied
. with the Alum Rock schools.
L. ) +
Table 29 presents the data for.Question 30 (“t..hou satisfied are/
you with the education..."), and these data‘shou that the comparison _ !
group (nonvoucher parents) remained unchanged in terms of global satis-
faction with the schools. "(The trend appears to be steadily downward,
but it is not statistically significant and therefore represents no*

"real" change in satisfaction. ) On the other hand, voucher parentg did

'changh during this period: They were most satisfied in Year 2, and after

that their satisfaction returned to Year l baseline levels. The Maxwell
tests, ‘which are summarized in Table C.1, confirmed the presence of cur-

The other measure of ovsrali satisfactibn with the schools (Q8)

shows essentially_the same pattern (see Table 30)., Nonvoucher, com-

parison group parents remained unchanged; although the pattern again
appears to be monotonically decreasing, it does not reach statistical,
significance and is therefore deemed steady. But,voucher parents sat-
isfaction changed during this period, hitting a peak during “Jears 2

and 3 and then returning to Year 1 levels in Year 5. Maxwell tests,‘

~ <
¢ S . I
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T ‘ : Table 29

. 1y
L] . "

PBRCBNTAGE oF PARENTS WHO WERE "SATISFI-" OR

N - “WERY SATISFIED" WITH ALUM ROCK SCHOOLS
.- ) (Q30)
’/ - . 4 .
N Chi Square Within #*
Groups Across
Parent Survey Years
Group Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 5 df = 3
we . _ -+ 014 voucher - 86.8% 90.0%  B87.2%  81.47% x> = 9.523°
.. parents 520° '289 136 219 p < .02
. .+ New voucher 80.1%  87.2%  86.6% 78,673  x° = 14.545 .
. L parents 193 512 181 © 228 p-< .003 :
" Nonvoucher 85.8% © 80.3% .79.1%  76,5% x2 = £.659
S , Dparents 145 57 205 p< . 3ns
(controls) o .
L . Chiaquare . xtr e . qPe (s - T
. - between groups - 6,207 5.337  4.577 1.960 .
: within a survey . : - o« *
year ° - ’ p<.05 p<i07 p<.l0 ns.
(df = 2) i o )
~ . H ’

, ) / Table 30 ‘ .
L . PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS WO THOUGHT THEIR CHILD WAS S
. : GETTING A "GOOD" OR "VERY GOOD" EDUCATION R . -,

. : N CON S
T e ' . . Chi Square Within ’
o . . - Groups’ Across <
Parent . " . ) Survey Years ' . N
B Group - Year-1 Year 2 Year 3 Year S . (df =.3)" ) ‘
< © Ol Voucher - . 76.8%. 82,93  83.0%8 . 75.7%  xie 7.767 L

S parents. - 443 262, 127 199 p< 05 oL

L New voucher 70.6%  B1.3%  83.7%  64.7%  x° = 39.530. -
. parenta J68 462 174 185 - p< .001. - .
“ R - e‘. ._-‘, .- - . ) N -~ 4‘ L . : . - ’
v - Nonvoucher 80,73 78.9%  78.08  72.3T  x =~ 4.703 v
L pareiits 138 56 103 193 ns o ' ’
P (controh) - . -
PR ¥y squth L xz'.lg' W =y e 4 o N o
) betweén groups. 63077~ 0,738 1.894 ., 8,450 o -- ' .
) ;::l;in & survey P < ,05 os “ns.  pre 02, R "
(df = 2). - . v A - -
‘ - - . Py d -
. ' - .
& « ‘ ) . - .
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‘shown in Table C¢2, confirmed the presence oficurvilinear trends:in the

voucher parents' overall satisfaction with the schools. The new voucher -

parents showed the biggest swings .in satisfaction, their overall satis-
faction with the schools showed a big jump when they joined the voucher
'Hemonstration-qnd then showed a big drop when’ the distriqt'shifted to a
limited open ‘enrollment plan. ’

Satisfaction with:School,Personnei

Two items were used to measure parents' satisfactiontﬁith their
~school's principal and child's teacher. One item asked, "Do you think
the. principal is doing a very good job, a good job, a fair job, or a
very poor job?" (Q9), and the'othet item (Ql0) was similarly worded
but asked about the teaqher's-perfornance. The percentages of'parents
in each group and survey year who were "satisfied" or "very satisfied"
with their school's principal are shown in Table -31, and parents' rat-
‘ings of teachers are shown in Table 32, Collectively, these data sug-

gest the fallowing conclusions:

1. Overall,, the. ratings of principals and teachers are very
similar. The vast majority of parents were highly satis- ‘
fied with their principals and ‘teachers. '

2. The comparison group tended to be more satisfied than others
during the first year ‘of the demonstration, but between-group
differences subsequently disappeared. This homogenization
represented both a decline in the comparison group's satis-

W faction and an increase in others' satisfaction.

3.. The comparison'group's satisfaction with their school prin--

' cipals declined steadily throughout the demone:ration, but

there was no signifigant change in their ratings of- the
teachers. . )

.4.  The new voucher parents' ratings of principals (but not .

teachers) jumﬁed when they entered the voucher choice sys-

tem but then returned to prevoucher levels. s

112°




PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS WHO THOUGHT THEZIR CHILD'S TEACHER
WAS DOING A "GOOD" OR "VERY GOOD" JOB (QlO) )

- -‘.86- 3 h e
A/ i . i . ,:\
{” . . Table 31 - L
PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS WHO THOUGHT THEIR CHILD'S. PRINCIPAL ) N
" 7" WAS DOING'A "GOOD" OR "VERY GOOD" JOB (Q9) C
. / N B
e Chi Square Within o
S - Groups ‘Across :
Parent - Survey Years s
‘' Group Year 1- Year.2 -Year 3 Year S (df =3) - N
" 01d woucher . 83.7%  8.3%  83.3%  80.63 x’ = 5.858 .
parents 448 256_ 120 175 * »ns s
- New voucher 7368 8333 84.08 7428 x% = 15.518 . LT
parents 156 409 157 184 p < .002 - . ;
Nonvoucher . 90.1%  93.1% 82.8% 8233 X' = 8.068° 9
-~ . parents 137. 54 96 " 195 p <~05 . o
(controls) - i
Chi square X = X = 2w .xz - . ’ﬂ
between groups ¢ 18.304 6.471  0.076 5.324 - ;
within a survey p < .00l p < .04 ns p < .07 1
year . |
“(af - 2) i - s
7
. LY
Table 32

.

Chi Square Within

Groups Across

v ot mise s n

- Parent Survey Years
Group Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 5 (df = 3)
01d voucher 82,2 87.3% , 89,37  86.1% - 7.319 ;
parents - 476 269 134 223 P <.06 3
New voucher 82.5% °85.9% 86.7%  81.0%  x° = 4.841 :
parents 193 477 176 222 ns 4
. . i ) . ~:
Nonvouclier 90.5% -93.1% 85,08  86:3%. x> = .640 : "“%J
parents. 153 x 67 113 226 " ns 3
(controls) :
chi 2 ‘
square - = = X = = . )
hetween groups 6.982 .2.899 1.229 3.632° .- n
-within.a.survey P < .03 s ns ns -

year
(df = 2)

-
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The statistical evidence for these” conclusions is detailed below. First
we consider parents' ratings of their school principals, and then we con-~
sider thei¥ ratings of classroom teachers.

©

Principal Ratings

- - Chi square statistics for the data’shown in Table 31 indicate that

there were differences between the three groups-during Years 1 .and 2;

‘nonvoucher comparison group parents tenoed to" be most satisfied with -
their school principal, and: new-voucher parents tended to be least A
satisfied.
principals after they joined the demonstration, although their satisfac-

But new voucher parents were more satisfied with their school
tion level returned to preVoucher levels in Year 5. For reasons that
are*unclear, the comparison group showed a small but consistent decline
in their satisfaction with their principals, and a Maxwell partitioning
of the. chi square statistics (see Table C.3) showed this to be.a signifi-
cant linear trend. - K : ' \

(‘ . . 4

The satisfaction ratings of teachers were more clear-cut than the

Teacher Ratings-

ratings of principals, as can be seen in Table 32. 1In .the first year
of ‘the demonstration, the comparison group parents tended to be more.
satisfied than other groups, but after the first year, there were no

significant between-groqp differences. The data also suggest that o1d'

voucher parents were som‘"hat happier with the teachers after the. first

year of the demonstration. -

“ Conclusions

[P -

¥

» N A N
Two kinds of .evaluations were examined intensively in this chapter.
Two items measured general ‘satisfaction with the Alum Rock schools (Q8
and Q30), and two measured parents' satisfactiop with thezr child’'s

achool principal and classroom teacher (Q9°and Q10, respectively).' These

items_were selected because theymﬂainwereﬂasked,ofAallﬁgroups,in all

survey years, (b) appeared to have adequate face validity and some evi-

dence of construct validity, and (c) showed sufficient variance to be

4

.ninteresting. The analysis suggestedzthese conclusions
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Satisfaction with the schools peaked in Yegr 2 among voucher
parents and then fell. The comparison group's satisfaction
declined steadily oveé time, al;hough the decline was rela-
tively small. But evén at the lowest point, the'majority

of parénts in every group were satisfied with the schools.
No less than 65 percent in any group or year were satisfied
with their child's schoqi (Q8), and no less than 76 percent
expressed satisfaction with "the education available in
Alum Rock";(Q30).

‘Satisfaction tended to be lowest among (a) parents who had
more than'a high sch601 education, (bj those with family- in-
comes of over $15,00§ (the top ﬁuarter of households in Alum
Rock), (c{ parenis who were highly "alienated,” and (d) Anglos,

as opposed to Mexican-Americans, blacks, and others. All of

these relationships were statistically significant but very

small, except for the association between alienation and
satisfaction (gamma = -,26.and -.28),

"Alienated" (i.e., "powerless") parents also tended to be
dissatisfied with -their children's principal (Q9) and class-
room teacher (Ql0), and again the associations were in the

area of gamma = ,26. As a group, black parents were more

dissatisfied than other ethnic groups, but in all survey

years, the majority of parents were "satisfied" or "very
satisfied” ~th the staff inbtheir child's school.

Parents rated principals and teachers very similafly, but
there were some variations over time. 'The comparison group
became increasingly less satisfied with their school princi-
pals as the ‘demonstration progresséd, but -there were no
changes in their feelings about classroom teachers. In_gon-
trast, the new voucher parénts' ratings of their pfincipals
jumped when they joined the choice system and then returned
to prevoucher levels over time. Ratingé of teachers re- .
mained very steady in %Ii”groups,’althoughfchere was a slight

“increase in old veacher parents' satisfaction with the teach- .-

ers beginning in Year 2.

s e et - s it et e
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Interestingly, parents were somewhat more satisfied with their
child's principal and classroom teacher then they were with
the educational system in Alum Rock. There are a number of
possible explanafions for this, but two are particularly plau-

. . sible. First, they were more familiar with their child's
principal and teacher than they were with:exher elements of
the educational system, and in one regard, "to.kpow them is
to love them." Familiarity may lead to attraction. Second,
';ea'perhaps most likely, is that parents rated school per-
sonnel higher than the sehool system as a whole because they
wanted vo believe that their child was getting a good eguca-
‘tion, regardless of what else~was happeﬂing in the district.
This avoids cognitive dissonance; wanting a lot for one's
child is dissonant with the idea that the child's teachers
and principal are incompetent, and in the absence of objective
measures of incompetence, parents probably project a.pieture
of/ a good school staff, regardless of what they think.of the
rest of the school system. -

The satisfaction data probably have limited relevance to policy-

makers, because the data are so specific to the Alum Rock education

voucher demonstration. It is unclear how many of the changes that were

observed are characteristic of all educational innovations, and how many
of the changes simBly reflect reactions to chaeges in the district's
policies. If there are any generalities to be found in these data,

they are probably twofold: (1) parents are less satisfied with'the
educational system when their choices are restricted; and (2) parents
tend to be somewhat more favorably disposed toward specific echool per-

sonnel than toward the educational system as a whole.
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VI. PARENTS' "ALIENATION'
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The term "alienation" appeared repeatedly in earlier chapters, .;
and it was used as a synonym for "feelings of powerlessness," a r
particular kind'of alienation. The sociological concept of '"power-
lessness' is very much akin to the psychological -concept of "internal-
' external locus of control expectancies. Stated simply, people who _
believe that most of their good and bad outcomes are beyond their. . ' K
personal control--are determined by fate, luck chance of powerful f'g
other people~--are categorized as having high feelings of powerlessness . 'i
(higb ‘alienation) or an "external locus of control." In contrast, ~£
people who believe that most of their outcomes are under their personal
_control are said to have low feelings of powerlessness (low alienation) {2
or an "internai locus of. control. " -
There is a large literature on alienation,' which includes the .

(concept of powerlessness (see Seeman, 1972; NIMH Bibliograply, 1968) ’ 4

and an even larger literature on internal-external control (sce Rotter, T
1966 1975; Lefcourt, 1976 and Joe, 1971, for reviews, or Throop and - p
‘MacDonald, 1971, for-an extenrive bibliography) In general, the’ ’ :jg

; research indicates quite clearly that relativer internal people-- o é
" those with low feelings of powerlessness--are more likely than others, %

to collect task-relevant information and to act in order to secure
their goals. B . ) . | K o
As one would expect, alienation or locus - of control beliefs are :’2

not randomly distributed across the population. Low feelings of |
powerlessness or internal control are positively correlated with .

. incomeéleducation, ethnicity, and other proxies for social advantage g
in American society. Logically enough, the more influence or social

advantage one has, the more likely one is to have low feelings of

g SUF e
vy feo s N
ST S e e

. %Seeman (1959), in a-classic article, delimitod five kinds of
alienation: (a) feelings of - powerlessness ove. one's outcomes,
... (b) normlessness, (c} meaninglessness, (d) isolation, and (e) self-
~ estrangement. , . C
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powerlessness or internal locus of control expectancies. Increasing
.parents' school. choices, as the voucher system does, was expected to
have a measurable impact on psrents' feelingsoofepowerlessness. :

- Specifically, it was.hypothesiéed that as parents 'became increasingly
adept at making schoo} decisions for their children, the feelings of
powerlessness tnat are statistically characteristic of lower socio-
ecornomic status parents would decrease significantly.

~ The data collected in the present study are partia] 1y consistent
with this hypothesis. Before these- results are summarized, we must

briefly describe our operational definition of "powerlessness."

’ ‘Alienation Index -

A number of questions, cast in a Likert-type format (strongly
agrze~strongly disagree), were included in the parent questionnaires
in order’to measure feelings of powerlessness. Most of thes¢ items
hadhbeen used previously in political surveys conducted by the Univer-
sity of Michigan's Survey Research Center. All'of the data from the
parent surveys were treated as one dataset in the construction of the
alienation index. First, the attitude items v.ere factor-analyzed
(using a minimum residual extraction method {(Harman, 1967), and then
the resulting factor solution was rctated orthogonally (using the -
varimax routine)., Five items1 proved to form a single factor, and
this factor accounted for the bulk of the explainég variance in the
factor analysis,

The resﬁondent's answers to each of these icems were summed to-
form a single index. _Then the distribution of alienation scores was
examined,-and a median split was used to categorize the resoondents
as "relatively low on powerlessness" (low alienstion) or "relatively
high on powerlessness' (high alienation). Note that there is no

absolute measure. of "alienation." We are talking about relative

1The items were Q29G, Q35A, F, H, and J. The exact wordings of
each item 1s shown in Appendix B.

” ,1“1 8
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comparisons whenaver we use the terms "high" and "low alienstion."
This must be kept in mind when reading the survey results presented
below. )

Alienation as an "Explanatory' Variable

In earlier chapters, the a%ienation index was used as an’

. , “independent variable in an attempt to Yexplain" various dependent
variables such as information levels .and parents' satisfaction. Ihese
findings are brought together in this section. Alienation was cast ~.
as an intervening variable in the original Rand (197é) model of the BN
! voucher scheme. Giviné parents choices was supposed to reduce their
feelings of powerlessness, and this in turn was supposed to increase
their information-seeking and participation in sthool affairs, whicn
eventually was supposed to lead to improuZd student outcomes. While
the present data do not bear on the matter of student outcomes, they

. do allcw us to assess changes in parents' *information-seeking and

- . . .-participation in school affairs,.and the role that "alienation"

' plays as an intervening variable.

Before we consider changes in alienation during the voucher
demonstration, 1et us summarize briefly the earlier findings about
alienation as an independent variable.

1. People who were classified "low" on the alienation index

" were slightly more knowledgeable about the free busing feature of
‘ the voucher system (64 percent of the lows versus 60.percent of the
YL highs were aware (p < .001)) but these differences did not extend to
- v general awareness of the voucher program or knowledge of district a -
transfer policies. : ' ) i
2. Less alienated parents were more satisfied with the "educa-
tion children can get in Alum Rock"‘(QBO); 88 percert of the low
_ alienation parents and 80 percent of the highs were "satisfied" or
N <"very satisfied" (y = -.28). . ’
- 3. Less alienated parents were more satisfied with their child's
education (Q87) 82 percent of the low and 72 percent of the high

powerlessness parents said that the education was "good" or "very good."




4." Low alienation parents were more satisfied -with their school's

principal than were highly alienated parents (86 percent versus 79
percent, y = -,25). l

5. Low alienation parents were more satisfied with ‘their child's
c1assrnom teacher than highs were (89 percent versus 80 percent,
Y = -,26). . . -

Changes in Parents' Alienation

. Did giving parents free choices amon3 'schools decrease their ,
feelings of powerlessness as predicted? To answer this question we
must compare the alienation scores of cross-sectional samples of
parents who had cholces w{th those who did not have choicés in each
of the four survey years. These comparisons are fraught with tech-
nical difficulties.- These the reader should recall from the earlier
discussion in Chapter V, pp. 75 to 76, With these constraints in
mind, let us examine chanées in the alienation scores of old new,
-and nonvoucher (control) parents surveyad in Years 1, 2, 3, and 5
of the voucher demonstratio“. Lable 33 shows the percentage of people
in each group and each survey year who were classified as "high'" on

the alienation index.

Table 33

PERCENTAGE OF OLD, NEW, AND NONVOUCHER: ®ARENTS
WITH HIGH ALIENATION SCORES

! p
Parent Group Year 1 ° Year 2 Year 3 Year 5 xz (df = 3)
—7014\!2pchet : 51.6% 45,5% 44,22 42.5% 7.81 < .05
parénts—___ (309) (145) (69) (114)
— ) )
New voucher —~51,5% 49,12 49.5% '51.9% 0.76 ns.
parents (124~ (268) (103) (150) -
Nonvoucher parents | 42.5%  40.3% 56,07  39.8% | 26.42 < .001
(controls) (74) (29) (75) .(107)
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These data suggest three'conclusions:

First,‘the level of power-

lessness remained stable among new voucher‘parents; having choices"
neither increased or decreased their feelings of powerlessness, as
measured by the alienation index. Second, the old voucner parents'
feelings of powerlessness-decrease& consistently, in a linear fashion,1
across the five year voucher demonstration,. although we.cannot state
conclusively that this was caused by their having choices among

schools. And third, the contrdl group remained quite stable in terms

of alienation scores, except for Year 3, in which there was a large
increase in alienation.? A review of events that occurred during the
summer and fall before the Year 3 survey provides no clues .to pos.ible
cause: of-this sharp increase in uonvoucher parents' feelings of power-
lessness; and hence we- offer no explanations other than perhaps
statistical chance--the proverbial one-in-twenty "errors" that we
expect due to sampling variations. .

The old wvourher parents data are the most interesting, because
they scem to show a steady decline in- alienation,,although we do not
believe that this is a direct result of having choices. Another group,
that had choices, the new voucher parents, did not shiftvwhen they ]
joined the wvoucher denonstration, so the old voucher parents' drop in -~
alienation is apparently not a product of having choices per se. .

The apparent decrease in average alienation scores of old voucher
parents is accounted for by changes i1, one specific group-~parents
with more than a high,school education. These relatively more
edJcated parents showed a marginally significant, linear decreése
in alienation, as the'data in Table 35 show. But again, we cannot

infer that these decreases in alienation were caused by the voucher

demonstration. It is just as likely that they are a product of
shifting economic or-political fortunes of this social group. - ) N
1, ” * B

The evidence that these changes were linear is presented in -
‘Table 34, where the significant chi square statistic for alienation -
by survey year is vartitioned into linear and "nonlinear components.
This test detected a significant linear trend, and no significant
nonlinear component appeared. ) ) .
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fact, old voucher parents did show a significant decline in feelings
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Table 34

MAXWELL TESTS FOR LINEAR AND NONLINEAR TRENDS IN PARENTS'
ALIEWATION SCORES ACROSS FOUR SURVEY YEARS

M £

Nonlinear .
Conponent df p

Linear

Component df p Total df p i !

Parant Group

01d voucher )
‘7.81 3 .05

parents - 1 - - 2 ns
Nonvoucher N
parents - 1 - - 2 - 126.42- 3 001
8 % "..
.2
Iablé 35 -

PERCENTAGE. OF OLD VOUCHER Bm}ié WITH HIGH .-
ALIENATION SCORES IN FOUR SURVEY YEARS - N

Pr
. . , c N 2 -
Education Year 1 . Year 2. Year 3 Ezg;r 5 |- x . df o ,
Less than 56.0% - 49.2%  -3.0%  44.9% | 5.58 3 ns
high school | (182) (89) (44) (62)
. & LS
High school 42,8% " 42.5%  31.0% - 45.7% 2.99 3 «ns °
(68) «7) (13) T (32) :
. . .
More thar. 51.3% 37.3% 38.7% 33.32 6.87 ' 3 .10
high school | (59) (19) (12) (20)
' Conclusionék . .

Alienation yas negatively related to parents'- satisfaction with
the Alum Rock schools (y = -.28), the education their children were
receiving (y = -.26), the performance aﬁ their chil&'s'principal
(y = -.25), and their child's teacher (y = -.26). In theory, giving
parents choices should have reduced their f‘%lings of powerlessnéss

aﬂhieventually increased their participation in school affairs. In
f
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powerloaoneoo;‘but, contrary to predictions, the new. voucher parents g

ircnnipgd»staﬂle, even after they had joined the family choice system, ‘f

ui&éa; ”hava ‘no. reliable evidence that the decline in old voucher ] _zé

parents feelinga of powerlesanesa was in- fact-caused-by the voucher Tt
demonstration. These reductiona in alienation occurred only among more .
4educat~d garents in old voucher houseliolds, and probably was not a_pro- ?

duct of ‘the voucher demonatration per se.
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E these specific findings. Instead~ our. conclusions will be offered

fdata from the Alum~Rock education voucher demonstration, ‘the
EMinneapolis Southeast']lternatiVes open enrollment plan, and ‘the

;various school buildings, (2) parents were alloaed ‘to chooge: schools
tprovided for children whoAattended nonneighborhood schools. The open
~most schools offered only: one kind of instruction. But parents were -y

.vide free trsnsportation to nonneighborhood schools. - - _;3
A The externdl validity--generalizability--of the Alum Rock expe-

A evidence that suggest that thefAlum Rock 8ituation is«instructive ;
.for a wide range.of family choice schemes,,especially those with o i

3

VII.. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS - =

. =2
e cy e r——— i e e e e s + e oy - —— - — ——a—

. ‘The results of ‘our analyses are: summarized in- Chapter III e
(Information Levels), Chapter IV (Determinants of Choices), and '
Chapter V (Psrent Satisfaction), ‘and_ there is no need to reinterate

as a- set of' propositions that appear to be supported by the available

Mamaroneck minischool plan. R ;- .- -
Four annual surveys of Alum Rock parents provided the bulk of «

the: data used in this analysis, and unless otherwise noted, the
propositions are based ‘on Alum’ Rock's experience with an education

voucher choice system (Years 1 through 4) and an open enrollment _
hoice gystem ‘(Year 5) The: essential features- :of the voucher years: . dg
were: (1)~the schools offered "minischools" that were clugtered in . e

and minischools for théir children. and (3). free transportation was ) ) }é

enrollment system greatly restricted the range of alternatives, and

still—allowed to choose schools, and the district continued to pro-

rience is .a valid point of debate, but ve: do have two pileces of 5 ) f%

compensatory education objectives. First, the Alum Rock demonstrab ' o
tion contained the major features of the strongest family choice ] i

iovs By

schemes.1 The Alum_Rock demonstration offered a large number of’
See Chapter I for a typology of family choice systems . )

e s

g

vt [T
vt SR e 0

>

>
LY

M e

%4

PET L e

i




. the, availability of free transportation meant that t:he altemativea

:York, minischool plan), and t:he A]:um Rock data are confimed by the

. propositions are offered as genetal statements about parents' behavior

alternatives, eepecinily in Years 1 to 4, and parents felt they had )
choices during this ‘time; parents were the primary locus of decision- R

making, and the vast majority got the programs they asked for; and <

s
3

were of approximately equal dollar cost for all families. " ‘
. Second we have some comparable data’ from other choice syatems
(the Minneapolis -Southeast: Alternativea plan and the Mamaroneck New

experiences of t:heae other district:s. The \similarities of findinga .
from these three sites. are a11 ‘the more -striking because of the large
d’isparitiee between ‘the eites. Alum Rock is relat'ively poor, whereas ‘
the New York distiict is quite wealthy. Common findings from the
three sites suggest. that the Alum Rock experience has some external
wvalidity and hence some zeneral relevance to other choice systems,

but it is impossible to tell at this .time how far these results can . L
be generalized. . . ’ R

Conclusions . e
. Keeping the “caveats stace& above in mind, the following summary

in family® choice schooling systems: - . X o

. _ ~

Parent:s' Informat:ion Levela .

7.1 Pavents in an alternative education system vary widely
in their awareness of their schooling options and the
aceuracy of their information about the rules govérn-
ing choice. Specifically, _‘inforrjation levels are.
higher among-soctally advantaged families, and parents'
eduoational baskground ié an especially important factor. ;

7.2 Over time, the differéences between parents information®
levels are reduced ae. parents gam more experience
with the ahowe syetein. ‘e )

S
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:\' ﬁ"The evidence here is quite clear. Auareness of the choice
_system, the - district 8 transfer policies, and the availability of
free transportation to nonneighborhood schools increased among voucher

. parents, so that between-group differences in information levels were
erased by the second year of the demonstration. The end of the voucher
‘system-and the onset of the open enrollment system reintroduced large
between-group differences in information levels,.and this 18, ina - -

’ crude\yay, a replication of the Year 1 situation. :

?.3 Mbre educated fhmmlzes have more gources of znfbrma-

»

tzon than others have. -

-

"The mean humber of sources cited by 'aware" parents was 3. 9 for
those with dess than.a high school diploma, 4.1 for those with a high
school education, and 4.4 for those with more than a high school educa-

tion., Ethnicity was slso a factqr, but education was statistically.
. more important than ethnicity. ‘ )
7.4 More educated pdrents, relative to others, put more
F  reliance on printed materials from the .schools.
- 7.5 Less educated.families, relative to others, éut more
reliance on information they glean from pereonal
' cohtacts, particularly contacts with sohool personnel. * -
/

The evidence suggests that more educated parentg preferred school

L4

+ publications as sources of information more than others did, but
they -also preferred talks with teachers somewhat more than other
-groups did. As predicted, less educated parents (those with a high

school education or less) were‘more likely than others to prefer .

}talks with parent counselors as a source of information._ .

* '

’
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,Déterminants.of ?rogram Choices .. . -

v

7.8 Even when sahoola promde free traneportatwrz for
' chv.ldren who attend. nonneighborhood’ schools, the
geographwal Zooatwrz)of‘ the atternatwe gchools .
_i8 the most zmportant factor in parents p@acement
dhc1szons. - n

© 7.8 The older. the child, tha Zes zmportant school - .
.. location in determining parents’ placement deczsiona. '
The evipence here is .again quite cYear. In every.survey, the

‘majority of Alum Rock parents agreed with the statement. "for most
parents, how ‘élose a. schbol is to home is. the most important reason
" for ‘choosing.a. school for their children. to attend. An: open-end
item asking parents to- justify their school choices produced the
Ai same - conclusion, 71 percent said that school location was the primary

. reason they chose a particular school for their child and no other
"factor was cited as often. Over time voucher parents changed their -
attitudes, -and were less likely to say that school location'was the
single most important factor in. choosing a school. Of course, these
‘are only attitudinal‘peasures, but the enrollment patterns afe‘con-
_ grient. ﬁith these sttitudes. The percentage 0f children who attended
nonneighborhood schools increased every year during the voucher '
demonstration (Years 1 to 4). Parents' increasing willingness to
choose nonneighborhood schools paralleled increases in their informa-
tion levels, and’ this suggests that as parents learn more about their
.alternatives--as the choices became ‘more differentiated in their minds--
h..ey became more willing to go outside their neighborhoods to get what’
Ithey -want for their children,

e i o v s e bt bR -
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It is also quite clear-that—the-older the child, the more willing
parents were to ‘choose nonneighbortiood schools. Approgimatelyﬁlziper:fh
cent of the children aged 6 to 7 went to nonneighborhood schoola,
whereas over 25 percent of the children over 10 attended nonneighbor-

ST L-—-— X

hood schools. =~ - ' .

-

%

7.9 On.the whole, curriculum factors ave lese important

to pavents’ choices ‘than norinstructional fastors -
(ethnzc/hoczal composztzon of the: school, the deazre S

. to keep azblzngattogether, achool Zocatzon, etc.) R

. .. In the Year 2 Alum ‘Rock survey, parents explained their reasons
for choosing particular minischools for their children. Only 32 per=
cent of the parents mentioned anything to .do. with ¢urriculum, and
this waa _allowing a broad definition of "curriculum." In aontrast,
71 percent -mentioned school location as an important factnr,)31 per-
cent mentioned:noninstructional factors (like c@oosing a school so
that ‘the child could stay with friends or siblings), and 18 percent
mentioned the quality of the school ataff as an important factor. In |
sum,~instructionat characteristics of the program, i.e., curriculum }
’ factors, are of relatively little importance when parents choose

o » A_gcgoglgwggg their children.

FUUENE S

e el i e

- 7.10 In intact families, mothere are far more involved
" in their children's schooling than fathers are, .
and thie appears to b¢ true of all educational .
levels.

tam

«<

The evidence is straightforward; a behavioral measure of involve-
ment, i.e., which parent in intact*fahilies signed the -program selec-
~ tion card (uoucher), showed that in families of all educational '
. . backgrounds, mothers were more'likery then fathers to have signed
the .program selection cards (vouchers) for their children. "The ratio
e of mothere to fathers signing the vouchers was 4:1.




7,11

i thezr song ’“e&z?c‘a‘twn*than"thew daughtez's o
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Less educated fathers--those with a higﬁ 8chool - *
educa*wn or less--are-probably more znvolved

-

An examination of who signed the vouchers for boys and gifls .

sﬁowed that woricing-class fathers were: ‘twice as likely to sign the

classroom selection card for ‘their sons as for their daughters. The
evidence is only correlational, but- it is: provocative., -
7.12 Less educated parents' are-more likely than others
;% to emphaszze children's obedzence and respect for
authomty (politeness). In contrastj;"“mo_re educated
famtlzes ave more likely than others to encourage
_ ereativity (imagination):and reZzance on mternally
set standards. (independence). - .
The evidence for thig- sproposition is very. strong. Value Survey

rankings collected in Alum. Rock and Mamaroneck showed very similar

results.

In both districts, the moresequcatedsghe parents, the less

iikeiy ‘they were to emphasize children's obedience, cleanliness, and

politeness, and the more likely they were to emphasize the children's

<

x‘;,‘ib

independence, intellectualism, and imaginativeness.

composition, and the findings are‘even more significant because they

were predicteé‘by,kohn's (1969} theory of social class ahg conformity.

7.13

As a cansequence of the influence tdenttfzed in -

Proposition 7.12, vhen both oper and traditional

.elassrooms are avazlable -children from more

educated families wiil be. -gverrepregented in less
structured, "open" claserooms, and ehildren from
. less educated families mZZ be, overrepresented

* ¢n more stmctune,d, "ipaditional” classrooms.

This is impressive
.because the districts are very different in terps "of socioeconomic
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. At all three sites, children of socially advantaged families were
overrepresented in open c¢lassrooms: Our predictions were based on the
- logical extrapolation of the relationship between obedience values

,lc___T_h_gnd_social class. Educaction serves here as a proxy for .ocial class.

Middle-class families put relativelyles : on children's

———

obedience and conformity and more on their independence and imagina-
.tion. In theory, open classrooms, relative'to traditional classrooms,
allow more student independence, at least in terms of movement and '’
selection of learning objectives. »

The' ‘evidence for Proposiqion 7.13 is _particularly strong, because.

- the same patterns were found in three different school discricts using

P

substantially different survey items and different survey procedures
(e.g., mail questionnaires, personal interviews, and analysis of
. record data) This is probably one of the strongest findings of the
study in terms of both iriternal and external validity. thfbrent
kinds of cZassrooms attract different kinds of students when parents
have frec choices; and childrén from socially advantaged families
. tend to be overrepresenfed in less structured, open c%assrooms.

Parents' Satisfaction

___In principle,_parents' satisfaction ratings-are important -because

N

they indirectly affect.children's schobl performance. Most family

-

Y

choice achemes assume that parents prefer choices to no choices, and :;

for this reason satisfaction. measures were included in the Alum Rock ; o

surveys (Rand, 1972). D%spite their theoretical importance, little
attention will be devoted to parents' satisfaction in this section,
" because the nature of the Alum Rock voucher demonstration makes it

. difficult to pin down the unique effects of giving parents choices..
When satisfaction ratings changed, it was unclear whether the fluc-
tuations were due to (a) the "true" effects of having choices, (b) the
effects of being in a much touted "experiment,f or (c) the effects of
general, society-wide trends in attitudes toward schools. For these

reasons, the external validity of the satisfaction findings is

.
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R : problematic, and hence our confidence in these propositions is lover S
.than it is for other propositions about parents' infornation levels '
and the determinants of school choices. On balance, the following

propositions seem tenable and consistent with the Alum Rock experience:

=
©
-

~ o .

) . 7.14 Parents' .gZobaZ evaluations of the schools are . ‘
j«“’\'g_enemlly lover “than their evaluatwns of class~ .
' ‘ room te;;Z;;E_BEB-E&ﬁé‘tn-contact wzth theip . b
.~ childven. .

-
1Y

] ‘Voucher parents' satisfaction with the’ Alum Rock schools increased
CiT when they joined the choice system and then fell consistently over #

time, but their evaluations of classroom teachers remained stable over

time. Cognitive'consistency theories, of which there are several

'versions (see’ Abelson et al,, 1968), provide one plausible explanation. e

; ) Presumably, parents want the very best for their children, and hence‘) =

to maintain beliefs which are cognitively consistent with their goals
for their children. Believing that one s child will attain a good
A ) “education and -believing that the child's classroom teacher is incom-
;T,;l_l.ﬁ.<w_l ,petentlare,inconsistent' but this can_be avoided simply by thinking- e
V better of the teacher. Of course, parents will not tolerate grossly
., incompetent teachers. There is a limit to h,w much cognitive distortion
people will go through to maintain consistency; but through a wide range
of "normal" teacher performance, parents are probably’ motivated to

think well of their' children's teachers.

e 7.15 In general, par:znts' eatisfdction with the schools -
P increaaes substaniially at the outset of an
innovation and then f&lls when the situation does

w - -. ) not live up.to their tanated ZEpecffffofg;,,/
Parents' global satisfac with the schools.peaked in Year 2--

"the second yea;,ofztﬁézchoice system for old voucher parents and the

2 _;/////////;g;;se/yésf’igi new voucher parents--and then fell consisteatly. On
E | ' 13y
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the other hand, the comparison groups satisfaction declined steadily

_over ‘time, although the decline was small.ﬁ It should be noted; how~
ever, that even at ‘the. lowest point, the majority of parents in every
g£66§ expressed satisf;ction ‘with the schools. No less than three-

fourths of the parents said they were "satisfied" or "very satisfied"

.with the "education available in Alum“Rock." i -

-
5~
-

7 16 Purents satzsfhciton with the schools f&ZZs when
their achaolzng alternatzves are constrained.

L
-

Parents'gevéluaﬁiqﬁs“of the'sehqois:plummeted in Year 5 when the
eiuﬁ'ﬁock distriet shifted to a limited open enrollment system.
°Res£ficting parents' alternativesv;edﬁced‘their)satisfaction. This
rehetiop to a loss of'freedqm has been observed in many laboratory

experiments but nptiin~the context of femily choice in schooling

" plans. - So-called reactance theory (Brehm, 1972) provides a straight-
_forward explauation for the Yedr 5 decline in parents' satisfaction

with the Alum Rock schools. Once people have had chcices, you cannot

g;L . , take them away wifthout some negative reaction.
g

"“‘“‘"*” - *Al"enat:icn s e S

7.17 Giving parents choices i8 supposed’to_reduée their
feelings of’poweriessness--alienafion—-but there i8
no evidence that this actually occurs when parents
are empovered to choose classroomg for their
children.

-

sistent reduction in feelings of powerlessness during the five years
of voucher aemonstration, but this reduction -in alienation occurred

if: only among more educated pa;ents--those with more than a'high school

. )
v The evidence is mixed: 0ld voucher parents did in fact suow a con-

AT n San

S
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education. The reauced powerleésneés does not appear to be a direct

é;i ' régqlt of having increased ghq%ces, because the new voucher parents,
i ) vho were empowered to make choices begiﬁning in Year -2, showed no
i}’ . changes in ievel of alienation from the time they joined the voucher
: dem?nstration. . ' . ' .

-3

¢ o It is not difficult to accept these findings, for it is probably
naive to yelievg tuat simply empowering parents to'chbgge‘among public

EL

;vau(:v»
TR
)

*schools, even diverse public scliools, is going to change their world_'
- views very much, Other factorsf-écdnqmic, political, and sociai:-

e

probably influence these feelings cf powerlessness at least as iuc@ as
school factors. In short, family choice plégs may have some impact on
feelings of -alienation, but the impact is probably too small to cause
o - a change in general feelings of alienation or_poﬂerlessnéss. .
¢ . 7.18 Parents' feelings of powerlessness ave consistently
‘ negatively. corrélated with their satisfaction with :
the school system and school personnel.
SO ' . . " e
. T, The results are consistent: .The more alienated parents are,
g,g~: . ;he'less satisfied they tend to be with the educational system and

the ﬁérférmance of school‘principals and classroom teachers. The

relationships” consistently Tun ia the area-of--:25, — - -

- ' 4
Implications

<

To the extent that these propositions accufately describe the

regults of increasing family choice in gchooling, ve can see implica-

‘tions for ‘school policymskers. The.discussion that follows 1s aimed
primarily at local school officiais who are considering family choice
plans. Some of the comments apply\to choice systems' in general,
vwhereas others are aimed at specific kinds of school districts,
because the nature of the choice system that is ‘implemciiced in a
district depends in la;ge part upon the population(s) served and the
eduéational'objectives»of the schools.
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fg,x‘ . o Social advantage,l which ds correlated with social class, .
o ) ethnicity,\occupatipnél status, and educational background, is uses _
as the -overarching concept that dividés the population into meaning--

. ) ful groups of families. Tne use of this concept reflects our con- ¢
) ltinuing interest in the social equity objectives of schooling. That ' -
" is, we are concerned with. how schools can improve the performance
éi;'. - (and. presumably life chances) of sociali; disedvantaged children,
i childr n-who often have a low likelihcod of achieving ‘their full
o potential under present public school arrangements. Throughout this

. discussion we wi}l be interested in how these children will benefit or

be harmed as a result of increasing family choice in schooling.

I .1. Parents, eepecially the parents of eZeméntary achool
; o children, will be more likely to choose schools on
the basis of educationaily relevant differences
between the altesrnatives, if the choices are offered
. ~ Within schools (minischools) and not simply between.
% S ’ achools. .

N -

{ =
2

il' . According to most of the parents surveyed in Alum Rock, school -
location was the single most important criterion for picking a school,

v however, the older the child,’ the less important school location was < i

T—— ---in-parents’ decisionmaking. Offering choices within a single neigh-

: borhood school eliminates the importance of school location, and

: \ hence classroom choices ought to be based more on educationslly ‘ —mé

S . relevant factors. But offering diverse alternatives witnin each -

\ buiiding raises other stressful social problems for school administra:
‘tors and teachers.

E The school staff represents a social system, and mixing teachers

with different, and often conflicting, educational philosophiee may”

produce tensions that reduce the effectiveness of the instructional

' 1The concept of "social advantage" is discussed in detail in
Chapter I. . o .




program. On the other hand, the presence of "alien" or competing

philosophies may lead to greater tntragroup cohesiveness and hence er

better teacher performance., The sociai psychological literature on

-~ group cohesiveness is extensive, and. it is clearly relevant to the

decision to offer'alternatives‘within’schools rather than only between

schools. Among the factors that district planners should‘conaider -

are: (a) the relative sizes of the alternative programs, (b) the

economies (or diseconomies) of scale that result from centralizing

similar programs, and (c) the administrative arrangepents that are -

used to supetvise\feachers. The latter. factor is important, because

the relationships be\‘Een teachers, minischools, and principals

offers a—way*of blunting d;;t;ﬁctiv\\\ensions between minischools.1 .
From the standpoint of the schools“ultihate educational

objectives (e. g., maximizing studerit pe:;o;EEnce), it would be best

to offer diverse alternatives within neighborhood schools,‘beeause

%
.

. parents, especially those with younger children, will be-more likely
" . to use educationally relevant criteria in choosing classrooms. But
within-school diversity may raise personnel tensions,. and ence from :
,the standpoint of most school administrators, within-school divefsity
vill be less desirable than offering diversity between schools. &he
; administrative organization of the school holds some potential for .
; - alleviating tensions between minischools within: each building, Bt
i,* - treating the various ninischools as independent units may reduce '
potential conflicts, but the most likely by=prc ‘uct of this organiza- °
tion is that the principal’s role is reduced to that of coordinator *
(and supervisor of common resources such as the 1unchroom),1and few
< principals who have worked their way up the schoolxhierarchy are ’ ,
going to.desire tha role (see‘?ellegrin, 1975). Diversity'ﬁetween ’J -

schools, not within schools, seems to be administratively easiest. -
‘/ . s 3 < \
1Alum Rock teachers' responses to the organization of the voucher
. . minischools are discussed®in Rassmussen (1978), Thomas (1978), and

. ’Bass (1978), and in Chapter I of this re port. ..

- - ~ 7
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> willing and able than cthers to make informed choices for their

é -109-

‘.
]

2. 'Choice systems.are Zargaiy irreversible, at least in
the short run. Once parenta have had choices, the
distriet cannot eliminate the chozce systcm without
gome decredse in parenta satiefaction with the
schools. T
This implication follows from reactance theory (Brehm, 1972) and
is confirmed by the Alum Rock experience, but other AJum Rock data
.suggast that allowing parents sona continued zole in school decision~ _
.making, even 1f it doés-ngt“ipvoive choosing’ schools, will offset
some of the dissatisfaction that accrues'from réstricting schooling .
alternatives. Parents are most ‘interested in curriéulum.decisions o
and least interested in hiring and firing teachgrsh(see Table 15).
3. In a heterogeneous achoozidiatrict, socially
disadvantaged families will beat somewkat of
a short-term handicap in learning about and
choosing schools, espectially if the altermatives
are continually changing.
v ) l :’

The parents' role in any family. choice system is crucial, and -

& N

the evidence frcm Alum Rock suggests that some parerts will be more
children. “n thé short run, socially disadvantaged families will be
the least inforrmed about their-options, and hence their children will
be the most likely to énd up in the least desirable classrooms, or in
classrooms that may not be well suitéd to their needs. Over time,
the vast majority of parents will come to understand the choice
system and how' to get what they want (or compete effectively for °

. what they want); and the more consistent and stable the system is,

the faster they will learn about it. This learning time can be
reduced substantiaily if the district adopts certain information
policies.

-




ion so they can check*

FeSgS

one source against

¢

segments.

In practice, this might mean sendingyprinted materials ‘to

_aent important links b

etween the schools and- the community

oL '\>:, _'. - \
.

o ‘For: prac‘ical examples of a personal contact campaign, see
. Bridge (1976) ) _ ‘ . L -
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(See Litwak and Meyer, l975)s Informing these employees of official
school policies, even though they do not bear- directly upon their work,

AL et RN
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,;should improve the quality of ‘the information ithat is transmitted to

£ o

parents‘ especially less advantaged parents. -~

- o

:5; One reason soczaZZy dzsadvantaged .parents- have Zess

///f/ znfbrmatzon than others i# the:shont run may be that ' f%

7 they_bear hzgher costsrof collecting tnfonnatzon, thus, -
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-~ one 3trategy fbr TaLLNg. znjbrmatzon levels nght be

v
oy Iowprit,

to redyce. the reaZ and "psychzc" costs oF znjbrmatzon
coliectzon. R a

W o
. ; . <

It has been argued (Klees, 1974 Levin, l974) that socially dis-
advantaged families bear higher costs in- collecting information than

Lo

others do.l For instance, a large percentage of these parents will be

employed in hourly jobs rather than salaried jobs, and hence attending

- v, %

school meetings or, appointments during normal school hours will cost -

. :
N I AP0 4
G v 5 Y Ay Chrer i )

them-lost wages.. Keeping the schools open on the weekends or in the
evening hours is one way of reducing the cost of collecting informa-

tion.

6. The less socially advantaged the populatior, the "
' more that must be spent on information dissemina-
tion and parent education. '

>

2

It is harder to reach socially disadvantaged families. Messages ‘

i
3
{
]
VY
-
Y

must be communicated mor: frequently and by modes that are relatively

.

L

moré expensive (e. g., through school counselors rather than printed

_bulletins). Opening school offices in the evenlng or on weekends,

e 4 A

so that parents can come tc the-school without missing wotrk, drives

1Stigler (1971, 1962) has argued the opposite view, namely, that
advantaged peopie bear higher costs, specifically opportunity costs.
See Bridge (1974) for, a review of these arguments,
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up personnel and buildinga maintenance costs. Districts considering .‘ e
_'increasing parent choice in schooling must reckon with these expenses, Rt
especially during the ‘beginning stages of a new family choice plan. g
‘In short, :the higher the. proportion of socially disadvantaged families

_in the system, the greater the costs of information dissemination ‘and

'administration. ‘ ST L e e

P W

A AZter‘nai:ii";e education systems may 'di}‘fuee tengions . . .. ..
between ;grozips ‘of appziaximq%ezy“ec}uai, -8ize that hold '

h different and: conflicting o‘bé‘eqtives for the public  °
sch_o,oZé. '

2
-

4
‘Giving parents control’ over the kinds of classrooms thei children

attend may avolid’ intergroup tensions that result ffom conflicting value
orientations among groups of approximately equél political‘strength.

If one group 1is: substantially more powerful than the others, it can
exert its will through the normal political process, and there will

'be no need--in ‘the majority s-mind--for a family choice system, The
within-school.choice system in Mamaroneck agpears ‘to be an ideal
example of the use of alternative ‘education as ‘an "institutional safety
valve.," * - _ .

Note that the use of alternative education schemes for this .
purpose is most justified in socially advantaged coumunities,.such \‘
as Mamaronetk. In this case, differences in .pavents' willingness and -
ability ¢ participate are minimgl. But imposing a choice system on
a sociafly heterogeneous community would inhéreéntly put less socially

>

advantaged ‘children at a disadvantage, at léast in the short runm. ‘ N
8. Parents choose programs that reinforce their values,

given: the opportunity to do so. ILowér-class chiWren ' 3
are most likely to end up in structured programs that+
teach the SRB,'and more advantaged, ehildren a{s-more -
likely to end up in lees structured classrooms that.
stréss 8ocial relationships, the development of )
independence, and creatzvcty This presents gsome~

thcng of a phtlofoghccaz dilerma. ) .

139
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‘The dilemma is this:' On ‘the -one hand, iess Sociallg-advantaged.
' parents have a propensity to choose structured programs that'emﬁhasize
the basic 3Rs and ‘hence school performance, as measured by standardized
achievement tests should increase, on the average.%t Presumably, this

. ' is good, espe‘ially to the extent that school performance contributes o
SN - directly (through knowledge attained) or indirectly (through social ‘ o

'certification) to 1ater life "success, as’ ‘measured hy, say, iife-

v Tew At
e ..
PR ol

N ' time’income.z ‘ : ’ .. -
é'- .. - On the other hand‘°isolating these children with similar class- “
L rmates in classes that stress *he 3Rs may reduce their chances for

atquiring the social beliefs, attitudes, competencies, and acquaint-
. _ ances .that facilitate social mobility.3‘ This is potentially a negative

LR
R I SN

LYrp ey s e e
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-

- outcome of increasing family choice in schooling for socially dis-
oo advantaged children. * : : s

~

In his theoretical considerations -of education vouchers, gpvin o

E33

L, 8w
e A S

£ (1974) has reached the same conclusion--that,giving parents total
e i\ control .over ‘their children 8, schooling will exacerbate class related

"1 S

This is based on two tenable assumptions. First, children who N j
are operating at a low conceptual level do better in highly structured N4
classrooms, whereas children at a high conceptual level do equally well - \é
in structured or unstructured classrooms, -or. slightly better in the B
latter. Second, conceptual level is highly positively correlated with' -
social class or social advantage, although, the correlation is obviously ,f
not perfect. Both assumptions are plausible and supported by research ' <t
reported by.Hunt (1975, 1971)ﬂ

Some researchers would argue. that school performance has little '
‘or rio signiZicant, independent effect on income in adulthood. '
Christopher Jencks (Jencks et al., 1972) is ‘perhaps the best known
5 contemporary advocate of this position. .

YRR YRR ety

i, 3We are not arguing that these attitudes, beliefs, competencies,
2 and social contacts are better in an absolute sense, simply that they
make it easier to operate in ‘the middle-class positions that most
il \\ socially disadvantaged families hope their children will attain in
sadulthood. Is it reasonable for schools to foster mobility aspirations
among socially disadvantaged children and their parents? We think 'so,
for two reasons. First, the majority of what- we have labeled 'socially
disadvantaged parents (that is, those with less education and income)
that they want their children_to acquire middle-class status. v

£ : Second middle-class status is statistically associated with longevity, 3
L and reported happiness (see for example, Social Indicators 1974), and v
i . these are ''goods'- that the vast majority of Americans, rich and poor,

g seem to desire.
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differences; and,presumably, his:argument applies to a wide range of -

, family choice'syStems His view is that a'conflict of private and

soclal benefits is inherent in a voucher -gystem that begins with a
'highly stratified social system and then permits individuals to make
schooling dgcisions that contribute to their private goals. He writes,

A

It is reasonable to believe then,«that vouch‘rs will

lead to a higher degree of class segregation and socializa-

. tion ‘than the existing- approach.. If parents choose those,. -
_school environments that they believe: will maximize the . .
probability of: success as defined within the context of o
‘their- experience, the working class child will ‘be- provided

. with schooling ‘that will reinforce working class~orienta-
‘tions. while children fromnhigher classes will attend schools
that. will orient them -towards' the: uppef echelon ‘of ‘the -
occupational hierarchy. That ‘thesge systematic differences

. in school - enyironments according to social class will
Maccentuate': - the. already existing differénces dn class

. orientation of students derived from family inf1uences
is suggested by the studies of Feldman and NeWcomb in
higher education (p. 16]

.Undoubtedly some people will say that we have posed a false
dilemma. Theyﬁmight argue-that if parents have a wide range of
programs and end up choosing one which is not good for their children
(in terms of attaining their ultimate goals), it is the parents' fault,
and'ye need not be ‘concerned with the matter. Assuring equal oppor-
tunity, i e., equal access to programs, is the school's only responsi-
bility, according to this view. This argument, of course, assumes-

a particular view of the world that seems to deny the pervasiveness
and reality of social class orientations: in contemporary society.

Nothing in the available data permits us to resolve these debates
empiricarly, they are partially matters of fact but largely matters of
opinion. ‘The most we can say is that increasing family choice in
schoolidg does permit some nonrandom clustering of children according

£o soctal background, but there is no evidence that this clustering

~ is either greater or smaller than one would expect to find in tradi-

tional nonchoice schools that allow teachers to cluster children °
into ability tracks and where segregation in housing leads to wide

variations in the racial and social class composition of schools.

o s - o

o
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‘Moreéover, we can say with some confidence that in choice systems in B s
socially heterogeneous districts, families will vary somewhat in '
ternis of their involvement in-school affairs, their criteria for
¢h60sing alternative programs,.and’their‘satisfaction with the schools.

- The long-term effects of thesé differences are unknown, but they are °
probably fairly small, since schools are mnot the only, or perhaps even e
the major, - determinant of outcomes in adulthood. Family.choice p1ans, ’ . {3

at least tne ones we have seen to date, are probably not- az good for

~
. parents and' students as some éarly theorists’thought or ‘as bad as
gome: opponents argued. , L s ‘
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A MODEL OF P{;RENTS-'*CHﬁEE BEHAVIOR: AN ILLUSTRATION
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The folloying example illustrates how two parents can select
[ \

diffetent programs, even though they have similar information about

.
-

the 'available aiternativeshl' Assume that tgo_families must choose
»schools for their children, and they haveronly two- glternatives:
\ e
2) These- classrooms are quite _ E

different in?terms -of ~four attrtbutes., (a ) ease of transportation,

Classroom 1 (cl) and Classroom 2 (C

(a2) emphasis on basic subjects, (a3) emphasis on_the :arts, and (34)
-¢lass sizeq Each of the classrooms has- been rated in terms.of these .
four attributes, and‘Table Al shows the information that.is available

to, both parents.' A high number indicates that the. classroom has much =

< . ’ .

of the attribute in question. ) . ' "

e R SR
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Table A.1 . ' ) ’ .

T .t A Classréom é
Attribute Cl . 02 . :g

.. L8y Ease of transportation ~ 10. 1 . A'f
aéJEmphasis on 3Rs ; 10 1 . - ‘ ;E

'aa Emphasis on arts 1 10 A;

. a, Small class size 1 * 10 s o

1For a description of the basic dectsion model, see Chapter I. T

1

tu
>
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The parents have quite different values, 80 they look for differ-

A AL S
PR R T L .

N ent things in the a1ternative schools., The importance that they attach

to each of the classroom attributes ;s sumﬁarizedmin Table A.2 These -

are weights and a high number indicates'greater importance.

"Table A.2

)

¥ Attributes

. . N .a a . B M .
. * -Parent - 1 32 3 4 )

" Parent 1 1 1 . 10 0 - , !
(@) '

Parent 2 10 10 1 1 -
®) . g

To find each parent's overall rating of each of the alternative

classrooms, we simply multiply each classroom's indiridual attribute ' o
ratingslby each parent's ratings of the attributes and then sum up

these weighted attributes. This is most succinctly expressed in
matrix algebra terms as: ) ' N

A Y - s ~

R=PA

At s e e

where R (the matrix of o@jrall ratings) is the minor product of

naanbe

multiplying-the matrix of parents'’ importance weiéhtings (gj through.
the matrix of classroom attributes (A). This has been done in Table
A 3, where it can be seen that the first parent (P ) gave an overall ‘ i
rating of 40 to Clasaroom 1 and a rating of 202 to Classroom 2, In :
contrast, the second parent (PZ) gave Classroom 1 a rating of 202

and. Classroom 2 a rating of 40. - This ‘would suggest that when they N

.were forced to make a final decision, P, would choose Classroom 2,

1 .
and P, would. choose Classroom 1. . ' "
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- Appendix ‘B- l
- *WORDING OF LSTIONS USED IN ALUM ROCK
. PARENT SURVEYS IN YEARS 1-5
NOTE: The exact wording of a smaii'number of items changed from year o ti
to year. These ‘were items that asked about the voucher system in Years Afé
i: through 3 and the dpen enrolliment system.in Year 5¢ ' e
- PRI o
Let's see, (CHILD) g'oes"'to (NAME OF SCHOOL). - (SEE "FRONT PAGE FOR SCHOOL)
8. . In general,ado you. think that the Very good...:cvveveeveeneenass 1 82/ .t
- ‘education-<(CHILD) is gétting - GO0t v everenrnrnanenenneenas 2 =
: at (SCHOOL) is very good good, L2 £ P P 35 5
Té’lr, Or pOOY‘? POOY‘.-........oo..............4 ;
' Don't KnoW..........cieeeinn. 0 N
9. Do you think the principal is . Very 90od......iveeesuneennns 1 22/
doing 2 very good job, a good N ¢ FO . i
job, a fair job, or a poor job? P 1 R
. ‘ POOr . i eiiiiieiiinetiierieses & 3
. Don't know.."..ovvvvniivenee. O £
10. Do -you think his/her teacher is Very 900d..iovvveviiinnnceess 1 23/ :}
doing a very gocd job, a gocd -job, GO0 v eneniiienenninnennenns 2 2
" a fair job, or a very poor job? FdIr i iiieeniienrnnsneneas 3 <3
T A P P
Con't know............c0veeve 0 :

[— skip 24336 |~ -
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-READ CATEGORIES AND CODE IN COL. A.

- | card 14

- ) b e
How many years of school would you personally like (CHILD) to complete?

How many years of school do you think (CHILD) will actually complete?
READ CATEGORIES -AND CODE IN COL. B. .

A B
. ° /.
’ Some high school. . .”. . . . .. 1 37/ . 1 38/
Graduate from high school . . . . 2 - 2
'Séﬁe.col1ege, technical, ‘ ) ‘
business or trade school . . . 3 : 3
Graduate from college . . . . L. 4 4
Post’graduate or professional
school Ch e e e .5 5
Don't know. .~ . .. ... ... 0 ) 0.

This. question will take a 1ittle bit of extra thought, but it is an extremely
important question and one which you may find personally interesting. We are
interested in what kinds of things you bélieve it is most important for your
chiid to learn. Obviously different people have different ideas about the
way they want their children to behave, so there are no %ighg_or Wrong answers

to: this question. We are only interesged in your opinions.
HANDERESPONDENT VALUES SCALE - .

e

Your job is to read this 1ist of 18 value statements and then rank order
them in order of importance. . Put the most important value first at the
top, the second most important value second, and so on, with the least
important’ value last, at the bottom. of the page.

-

RANKED, TAKE IT BACK AND RECORD THE ID NUMBER ON IT.
TUCK IT INTO THIS QUESTIONMAIRE. .

.
A

47

"y

' . -
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WHEN RESPONDENT.HAS COMPLETED IT AND ALL THE ITEMS ARE -
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o P
Before (CHILD) entered. school about how oftea- would: you-say that you or , 2
members of .your famﬂ,y read to him--frequently. occasionally. ‘or "hardly ever? e
¥ -Erequentlyt S 7 74 .
e ~0cc9§igne]1:y:. e e e s s 2. -

- C Hardlyeveri. . .. .. .3

29. T will, :NOW. read statements often made. by»people about government. schools, -
and .current issues. Would- you te)) me-how:strongly-you agree or- disagree with T
~gach ‘of. these: statements by selecting one% of ‘the: answers on “this card?. . ‘

Strongly ~bon't . Strong‘!y
-agree. . ;. ‘Agree: .know- Disagree Dismee

-

A.. \Parents should have more to say - . ) : ' . ,«

~ about what their children. learn ' ‘ -
*.ih-school. . N e e e e e I 2 3 4 5 49/ A
_F. ‘Obedience and respect for .o - 3 f
; 3uthoFity are:the:most 'lmportant -t - . .
thingsschildren can learn cwei e 2 3 4 5 54/

[\

G. In general teachers and principa]s ’
don’t want the: advice of parents. .- 2 3 4 5 &5/

H. Most parents like ‘the idea that
~-they- should have a choice about . L Sy

.+ - the kinds of schools their ) )
ch'lldren attend ..... PP 2 3 4 5 o6/ -

I. Children will get a better educa- .
tion if their parents can seléct . . . ¢
the ‘school that they go to .... 1 2 3 4 - 5 57/ W

J. It is the duty of the government
in Washington to provide a. job for . . .
everybody who wants towork . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 58/

K. Busing e1ementary school. children . :
to schools in other parts of the . . _ L
city only harms their education ... . 5 53/ o
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In generai, how satfsfied are you with the kind of education your -child/
children can get in Alum Rock--are you very satisfied, somewhat satisfied,

somewhat dissatisfied or very dissatisfied?
‘  Very'satisfied (ASKA) ., .....1 1/

Somewhat Satisfied ' (ASKA).. . . . .2 ‘
Somewhat dissatisfied (G0 T0C) .. .3
Very:dissatisfied (60 TO €) ... .4
| IF VERY GR SOMEWMAT SATISFIED: -~ .
Even though you are generally satisfied with the kind of education your child/
children can get in.Alum-Rock, are there some changes that you think ihe ‘schools .
should make which-would give your child/children-an even better educatigp? )
) YES (ASK (1) AND (2) . .....1 1y
. _ © 7 No(6070Q.33) 4 ... ... .2 7
T " . : Don't know (€0 T0Q.33)....... 0
IFVES TOA: . T
(1) What kinds of changes? (RECORD FIRST THREE RESPONSES) ~ - 13-14
‘Dikcfbline-refated ....... s . 01 .
- < N 15-16
Curriculum-related . . . . .. .. 05
-* p Teacher and teaching ' . A28
quality related ... .. ... .. 2
{.Parent-teacher/school-related . . . 19
) Administrative issués : ..... 22 - -
(2) Have.you or anyone ;6u know’tried'to’do anything tu get the schools to o
make those kinds of changes? ) . -
YES (ASK 3} B | 19/
. e L2 ’
(3) (IF.YES T0 2): Were those changes made? )
. , YES . . .. .. 1 20/
L NO .. L2
Don't know 0

0t

PN
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IFy RY OR. SOMEHHAT DISSATISFIED:

1f you are dissatisfied, there are q
see changed or things you think ‘wou

- are causing your dissat?sfaction?

r
] s »
nges made?
»
»
-~
v
.
)
.
-
4
¢ ~
.
.
.
2
a
3
»
-~
W >
‘&
-
.
h _ re - £

robably some things you wou1d like to
d give your children a better education. .
Have you or anyane you know' tried to do enything about the things that

.
>

¥
\ -

Yes (ASK.(1) )....:,...1‘

NOeveeeevecensonncacenaed

Don't KNOW...3..:. .. .. .0

. S ' N N
. . ¥
| (-1 | ‘31/
. . -
No......................2
Don t know..............o
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&
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" Begin dhi&-;?.‘

A&,\you hnow. Q. certain amount of money goes to ‘the .public e'lementary -schools
her xA'lum Rock Do you think the. :schools are getting. too much money, not
enough money. ‘or ‘abbut the: *right amount to do- their job?

Too mich:o. . + . . . . . .1 38/

o o o - ~Notenough}.,:_;/a./...2

o n About .right, amount . . . .3 - .

Don't.know .. .. .". . .0

e T N <

".3‘93,» Are the schools making very.- good, good, fair, or poor use of the money they
get, as far-as: you: can te'l'l?

T ST Very good.use . . . .. .1 3%

— . "

Good.use . . . . .. ...

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

2

L . ) : ‘Fdir use . 3
‘ Po‘oruse..-.....‘..4
0

; : ' Don't know
35 I will now read some more statements and you- tell me how strong]y you agree or
R disagree With each of thése statements by selecting one of -the answers on
- th'lS -card, ‘ -

.
e o o o o s o

o

- ,;HA,N{D'_;_ . . Strongly Don't ‘ .Strongly
- |:cARD- f > agree  Agree know Disagree disagree
A oL . ’ ¢ s .

T
M E

A Gettingsahead depends on. who you
know more than how.well you do

' t.‘ something R 2 . 3 4 5 40/
C ‘ In some cases it s best for child- o
77" ren, 'to -attend. eleméntary schools - ] _
. outside their SOWN. neighborhood. .. 1 2 3 4 5 42/ :
- o . ”

b, V Givmg ‘parents ;:a choice: about the
" schnols, their-children-attend will
" make teachers more: responsive to

their comp'laints -and’ suggestions. . 1 2 3 4 5 43/
vF;“" In "’:snext few years; things-are- :
’ not:really: going to improve for _
i.he average person A 2 3 4 - 5 45/
-~ Hs People like me don't have anything _‘., 4
: to tsay -about what the government does 1 2 3 4 5 47/
J Public officials don t really 3

o ocere what people Tike me think. . 2 3 4 5 g9/

< rllurm«unmc .
3. e
oS -




39.

5

Should‘oarents be/able to help dec1de
A\whethe,

'principal

AY s

Have .you heard about the open enrollment plan that has started in the schools

] .

here in Alum Rock?

+
=,

How good a Job do you feel the school system has done in explaining the open )

(V‘

1sy

.

which teachers'get hired
or?fired in their children s schools?

>

And‘now on a*somewhat dafferent subject

3.

"

\

1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

Yes. . . . ..

Yes e e e e
No (GQ'TO Q.102)

-

enrollment plan and how it works-~do you think they have done a very good job,
a good job, a fair job, or‘a poor Job? :

.

A very good job.
A good job . . .
A-fair job . . .
A poor job . . .

No opinion . e

SRR R

[ = w N

58/




! . -8-” ‘ | .Beg-m Card 32 IM»

Q-

102, in total how many different piograms ‘are being mpfq<§d for children of_his/her
age at (SCHOOL CHILD 'ATTENDS) ‘this year? : . :

[y -

Number: 4 ‘
-Don‘t‘gnow.u: R T I 174 .

IF NUMBER EQUALS 1, ASK 103A. IF NUMBER 19 GREATER THAN 1, ASK 1038, ‘

103A. Do you think that there are too few programs avaiIable at (SCHOOL) this year.-
or Jjust about the right number? : -

. : ‘ ‘ TOOMANY « « o o v v o v v b
* ]
Too FOW v % o o % ere ene o o &

/7
About‘right number e e e e 3

No opinion e Teee 0 3

1038 Do you think that tﬂere are too many different programs available at (SCHOOL)

this year, too few,or just about the right number? o ) ) n
K \'_O S Too many c -.~.: . 13/
- T " Too few. e G e 2
_ RN - . dhoyf right number . ... .. .3

. ﬂo‘opihi@ﬁ e e e e e e e

106. Did you consider Eutting (CHILD) in a different program or school in Alum Rock =
from the one (CHI D) is"in now?

NS e e 2%

- .

o e 3 1P,
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-9« A I Card 32

A

. ""A- ”’A\";. _-r'“ T . :. :‘~ Y. ' * ‘7“ ¢ - x(
. 108 Next, T will read some statements to you-about the schoo] system.here {n.Alum

And now a question about the different programs offerjed within schools.

Jr A A WAk e
4 A ten ve

TAS s W3 s

- “Rock; which ‘as-been called an. open énroliment system. . :As 1 read each one,
L would-1ike. yoir to tell.me if yoy think it is true‘or false. Thé first
- ‘$tatements.that ‘1 "read -have to. do,with the schools. . ; .

-t
- .

Lo T ' <. Don‘t
- o _ . True False Know-

a. ‘Under- the -open enroliment system; parents :

. -have-the :right to change. the schools .
their children go to.at apy- time of ~ . -
the 'schiol’ year if they.want to. True )
-or false?. =~ . - ’ :

-b. .Undér:the jopen:enro]liment system,
;parents. can-'choose: the school that .
they want their children-to- -y :

© go-to. True-orFalse? -~ - 1 2 "0 40/

. €. In some cases,ithis year; parents

. were not able. to select ‘the school
“they wanted because. school officials

R

-assigned children  to schools. . o

* True or false?

a5

4

R L S IR,

PSRN

.d. The rules of ‘the open enrollment [Card 43 )

plan state-that children who.pre- . .
viously attended a school may ’ . 2
choose to remain. True or false? 1 2 0 16/

-

i. The programs offéred this year éne . o Bkip 42-46 |
“all pretty much alike. Trué or . . .
false? ) . : 1 2 - 0 47/
Finﬁﬂy, .one general  question, '

1. The schools_can make it difficult
. when parents wish to transfer .
.- --their_children. True or false? T

o/

o

v o earas

[Card 52 ]

-0 so/
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Did a teacher or principak ever tell you the achieyement test scores‘ﬁ? your
X chi]dren Jast year? . . N

S . p
> hd . ~

sl : fos. . ASKAMDB) . .ol ] 60/
: A - No. .. (GO TOC). e e .
L . No children in schoo] Jast year (GO 10 C).

N - Don 't know. no answer (GO TOC) ... .. .

ONN—‘

.

q

*
LAY e ot A0S Wy s w5

A, po you think test scores tell you how good é'chi]d'§ program is?

.
- in e e

- , -

Yes. . . .. oo v oo oo oV g1y

e eou e

No......'.._...~f.2 . -f

e s v de

i ¢ ~ Don't know,.no answer. . . .0

N -

B. Would you consider changing a child's program because of his/her test scores?

»
R

2

s L . Yes. . . oo o 62/

i
.
- ‘r_‘.
T
0 sty o e 23

-~ " "NOA..‘...‘..Q.....Z_

.o

: Don't’ know, no answer. . . .0
(ASK EVERYBODY) -

2

e ‘i Z
Tt nd sk N s ety

C. In general, do you think teachers.should report “the ach1evement test scores o
of children to their parents each year?

o R SR TR | NS
. : : Y B

Don't know, no answer. . . .0

i

.
r -,
R TR TRV ANy S

i
I
L

+

AR . .
A I P R R e LT T




‘1 CAR

133; nge:if a i
or .program.t

>

*
1.
- 2‘&
.-

s 9.
10.
.

v

- . o7 Sxtremelyr Very

-~

1

.

Not

~> Somewhat Important

tant ‘At all

~
3 . ~

"How well children 1ike it..... . 1

" What the progFam‘feaches

children .ivoeviisunnienrocees 1
- . kY

Your own child's.test scores.. i

S
-~ Average test scores for the

PrOgram:..ceeesessonssnonannns | 1

What. other parents say about -

the.program....vveeviveervnnns

’

What teachers say about the. .
PYrOgram...veeesrsessscnes sose 1

What parent counselors say .
about the program............. ) 1

Location of. the school ahi
Program. .. ceeeesisonsscocssnsan 1

Teachers in the program...fh.. R
Classroom discipline.......... :1

Kinds of children in the
Program....ccveerececcccnccnss 1

2

2

2
2.

0}

mportant’ Important Impor

¥

st ‘of ‘ways- (HAND-CARD ‘B) used. by some: parents to decide-which school

m:they wish to -have their child .enrolled in.. For each, item in the
Tist; jplease tell-me how-important_ it is in.choosing a program for: (CHILD) ==

i gﬂgt;is, extremely important, “very important’, somewhat important, or not -
‘important at all. - '

TR
0

64/

65/

66/

67/
68(
69/
70/

71/
72/

73/

74/

[N
.
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. -12- ) [Card 37 (begine_on p.147 ]

e

_ Imagine that you were principal of a school 11ke the bze that your child attends X .
and wanted to make 1t the best school you could. , - -

e by e P »

Preference Preference
> ’ A 8

¢

o o be ¥y iesen

a. What kind of school would you want it to be:

A. a strict school where students were always
wel] behaved, or

) - B, a free«school where students could act naturalf}? 1 , 2 45/
bl . Would you want it to-be: ' '

A. a schoo! where the students took only three .
- subjects, reading, writing, and -avithmetic until . Tl
-they really learned them, or - . ;

o . B. a school where the students took a lot of different - -
: subjects every day such as foreign languages, .
current events, history, science, .and health? 1° 2 46/

'c._ “Would You want -it’ to be:

. a. a school where students_concentrated on learning @ : . ' ' ‘§
" from pooks almost all the time, or :,
A X8

b. a school where students spent a lot of time doing
-things 1ike playing music, putting on school plays, -
taking art classes or playing sports? 1 - 2 47/

Would you like it to be: . 2

a. a school where the students spent a Jot of time
listening to their teacher, or

b. a school where the students spent a lot of time . ’
studying by themselves or in small groups? ! 2 48/ .

{ e, Would you like it to be:

A. a school where the teacher decided what the . ;
students should learn most of the time, or .. ot

. é. a school where the students could choose what
they wanted to tearn most of the time? 1 2 49/

3

g} f. Would you like it to be: ) !
i -~ A, —aschool-where students takea lot of time - T
H . - ¥

learning about problems such as pollution, race :
relations, energy, world peace, or s

M B. a school where students didn't spend.much time on’ ' .
- controversial problems like these? 1 2 50/ ;

iﬁw g. Would you like it .to be: ’ " N

‘e A. a school where students Tearw practical things :
i they could use when they got oui of school, or . ) F

P B. a school where students®study academic subjects )
s most of the time? ] 2 51/

elrmnioe 2ol
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1 Begin-Car;i 37

M- '
e . :
1998, !s‘(Ki§H CHILD) now in a different school or program from the one_he/she was in 11%
3t the beginning of this schoul year? ‘
’ ' Yes, different school. . . . . . T v
Yes, different prggfﬁm ..... 2. :

NOoooo"oo.

C. 1Is (KISH CHILD) now §n a different school or a different educational p}ogram
from the one he/she was in at the énd of the last year, that is, last June?

". Yes, different’school . . . . . . 1 12/ d
Yes, different program. . . , 32
- : % TS P R
110.  As far as you know in- the school system here in Alum Rock, éo‘parents have oo
the right to request that their children be .transferred from one school Y

or program to another? .

| Begin Card 34j

’ . . Yes. . (GO ONTOQ.UIN). .. ..1 42
o . Mo (SKIPTOQ.40A) ... .2
e ASK ONLY THOSE WHO ARE AWARE THAT CHANGES CAN BE MADE: ;%
;; 111, Overall, hbw gobd a job do you think the schools have done in explaining the i
i v _way to transfer from a school or-program to another--you think they have done 3
& “a very good job, a good job, a fair job, or a poor job in explaining this? :
i . . Very'good job T B 74 %
; 600d 3ob .+ .t ... .2
‘ Fairjob » v vv e 3
gi*;_~ \ Poor job . . . . . . s . ... 4 ’ :
% No opinifon . ... . .. e 0 "

[



v
LA
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B _—
R

Py
PR A
A ¢ »n A N

NG b m s {50
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T i h <14~

W e

Have you at any time during this school year serfously constdered making a
request to have your child (any of your children) transferred.to another
school or program different from the one he/she/they now attend(s)?

’ Yes...o....ot........l 11/

2

NO,.’.................Z

Overall, how good a: job do you think the schoals have done in hand)ing parents' )

{your). requests for transfers-do you think they have done (did) a very good
ng, 2 good job, a fair job, or a poor job? . :

7, ST

Very good job........1 55/
o t

Good job.;......?....z\ ' b )
Fair Jobs....ienrnn3® | 3
B Poor Job....evvrss..d ' 4
’ No opinion...........0
how éééy do you think it‘is for pare;ts to get their children transferred
to another school--do you think this is very easy, fairily easy, fairly -
difficult or very difficult? ) .
| T Very easy...........H 1% L
R " Fairly easy.........2
' Fairly difficult....3
Very difficult......4 S
. No opinion..........0 . i
o
&k |
, 159 '
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— ' - ein Card 16

<15-

Bl .
.

Now we would 1ike to find out where you received information about the open
enrollment plan‘in. the: schools here. M

CARD °
1€ . .

.

- From materials received from the schools............................01_

From- talking to children..........,.........................v.......oz

From: attending parent meetings......................................03

$ ¢

'From meeting personally with counselars and advisors

ofrom the schools.................................................04
Front attending School Board meetings......................l.........os
By reading about it 1nnnewspapers..................”Q............:..OS
From hearing about it on- radio and Tv.........................l.....07
From attending school meetings where it was discussed-.....c...0....08

From bulletins or newsletters fréﬁ‘the'school...............Z..,....OQ

By talking_to other parents, relatives, friends, or - )
neighbors about 1t................................;..............ffo

By talking to tgachers or principals about it....cvvvnneniininiade 1l

v

11212/
13-14/
15-16/ " °

17-18/
19-20/
21:32/
23-24/

25-26/ -

27-28/

2930/
31-32/

- [“Skip 33-37_)

.

.




for tbezr children.
Yel « + (CODE "1" IN
No . . ASK:

who did?

-16-

. . "

COL. A BELOW),
(CODE IN COL. A)

The school district gave parents enrorlment forms to fill out
Did you personally fill out these forms?

-

B Did" (YOU/PERSON CODED IN COL.- A) talk with anyone else about:
whxch program and which scliool to choose for your chzldren? .

% Yes . . ASK: Who was that? (CODE IN COL. B BELOW
' : : ALL THAT APPLY) ~ =~
‘ No . . (CIRCLE CODE "9" IN COL. B)
:: Y v $ A e 5
P Respondent . 1 372/ |1 38/ | (AsSKk C) )
1 Respondent's (husband/wife) 2 ‘2 39/ .
; B . Other adult in family 3’ 13 40/ .
j%;“;, Child/children themselves 4 -4 41/ K
i" Other chxldren outlzdc famzly 5 5 42/
%“ Peachers . . - 6 6 43/
. Parent. counselors or adVIiors
N -at:8chool - 7 7 44/
A Other parents, friends, 45/
ﬁ neighbors, 18 8 .
i, No one helped me : 9 46/
. Don' t remember 0 0 42/

A

é E IF RESPONDENT MADE CHOICE OR HELPED TO MAKE CHOICE, ASK C:
- . When 1t came time to make a choice, did you fin é you had enough

1n£ormation about the different proqrams being offered or would
you have liked to have had more information?

Had enough information . . . . 1 48/

Wanted more information . . . 2
Can't 8ay . + ¢ ¢ ¢ o e o o o 0

Skip 49-68

A

. .o
ot




904.

47.

g 28.

) 136

-17- -t

A

Taking everythhg together. do you think giving parentsva choice bet\een—"‘

_Card 18 ]

different types of programs is a very good idea, 2 good 1dea. nir
idea, or a poor {dea? LS

v , very good fdea- . ...,

~ ' ‘\l- - - &oa idea L] L] * [ L L] * . .2

N N . Fa""'dea e o o 4 o o o ¢ o3

Poor jdea .. ..... ..d

Nopinion .. .. .....0

_Comparing this year with last year: would you say you h:d more programs
to choose fr_om this year, about the same nwnbgrc. or fewer this year?

b

) More this year. . . .. . .1

- T . About the same_

" Fewer this year .. .. .. 3

No opinion

Overm do you th/nk the chnces of your child/children getting the kind:

of education you want for (him/her/them) are better, about the same or
not as good’ as they were last year?

o;ooooooo

*

Bétter « o 0 o- e s s s o .
Sam L I I T I I
Not‘ as gOOd o o'e o 6 o s

No opinion . . . . .. ..

- - »

As far as you know, under the open enrollment system, if a parent wants
to send his child to a school that is not in his own neighborhood,
does the parent have tb provide transportation hinself, does the child
use city buses, or is transportation provided free of charge? .
Parent must provide
transportatien.. . . . .

. Child uses city buses . .

. Transportation free of
charge . .. . ... ..

DO"tkﬂOW....-..-

...‘..'.2‘

69/

17/

a

12/

P LR s
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The next few gquestions are about the school (CHILD) goes to. :
49. Why did you select that school for (CHILD)?  RECORD FIRST THREE RESPONSES -
‘o i . Close-to home . . e ot T, : -
. ' Good principal . . . ... .... 2 131
. - Good teachers, cooperative - . . .3
) Good school, like staff . . .. . 45535
Friends go trere . . . . . . .. . &
Siblings go there . . . . . o GD: .
Had no choice. e \~717-18/
’ _Offers basics. « . « v v 4. 8
: Dpen C1assroom . . . 5 . .%o . . .9 ' ':_
50. Is (CHILD) attending the "school" nearest your home, -or is (he/she) goi&g:' L VL
i to a different school? - . : ..
: vl ’ :
* S .School nearest home . -. . . / N 1‘9}\ , :
Different school. . . . . . . . . . 2 ~
- 905. Some schnols have more than one program. Does your Ehi\ld's schoo! have ~ Card 43 ;
. more than one program? i - Ceo
K ’ Yes ..o e e 28 ;
' No o T 2 ‘
: 51A, Do you happen to know wkith program (CHILD) is enrolled in? (What is name? — \
F - . N -
21/22/23 R " S N 2
53.° In your experience does (CHILD'S) (homeroom) teacher pay a lot, some or ’
: . hardly any attention to suggec’.ions or complaints from parents? |
e ‘ Aot . . .-o % v v v v v v e v 34/
; C SOME ¢ v v v v e e e 2
: ’ e Hardly any . . . . ..o o4 . 3
Don't know . . . « . « .+ o o . .0
54. How about the pi“lnciba‘l--does the princiﬁal pay a lot of attention, some, '
or hardly any attention to suggestions or complaints from parents?
Alot . . e e e 1 35/
B Some ..o e e 2
Hardly any . ... « v v v v v v o0 3
DOR't KNOW v v voe v v v o o v 0
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" you to tell me how stron
~selecting one o7 the answers on this card.

| nano

N )
v -19-

A}

CARD
A

~ Strongly Don't

C

55. Now I have a few statements about the.open enroliment system and I would 1ike
gly you agree or disao_.,rjee with each of them by

Strongly:

5 Agree  ° Agree Know Disagree Disagree

The open enroliment system - : .
will result in better

public schodls in Alum

.Rock than the voucher :
SyStGTl did o".’o.;.o.;o o‘ . Zf' 3' ,4

Under the open enroliment - N
system the more schools )

a parent has to choose : - ;
from the more control .

parents will have over

the school system . . . . .} 2 3 4

The open enroliment system

will do more for the education

of blacks and Chicanos: than .
it will for the education ‘

of whites . . .. ... .21 2 3 4

For most parents how close

a school is to home is the

most important reason

for choosing a school for

their cliildren to attend . 1 2 3 4

Now, parentc have more control (
over the schools of Alum Rock
than they did last year . . 1 _ 2 3 4

18 . I

~

36/
[Skiv_37-39)

40/

41/
[ Skip 42 ]

43/

44/




y .llow m\y times did you; or other* meubers your family do any of the f°'|10W109
‘things: during:the: Past schoo‘l year... (READ LI.»T BELOH R'!ITE IN NUIBER OF
TIHES OR*CIRCLE"'O ‘FOR- NONE* ) b .

s . - N er

. /L L : <.~ = Hags™ . None

s -

A Have tal ks wWith. the teachers or other peop'le .
,at the school about your chﬂdren e el e e . 46-47/

;B-.' Attend any ‘Parent or neignborhoodvrﬂtingv ° . : .
at which the schoo‘ls wene ediscussed w T el 48-49/

50-51/
Card 437)
905“ Hou‘ld you sa,y that this year: you have had-fore contact with teache\s. ‘less '

, - contact. -OF about the same. amount of-contact- -with teachers*as ‘you- did
- - last yeer? L N S

~

i‘bre COﬂtaCt; o o‘ e o o’

About the same - amount .

.5'

B. :He\fe you had any contact with- a parent:counse'lo'p:this year?
) Yes L] L] * L] L] L] L] L] ’

’_NOoooooooo_o

-

Last year, did you or any other members of your family be]ong to any

commi ttees -or groups.at your elementary or middle school, such as the
PYA, the Chicano Parents of-Alum Rock, or other parent groups?

-

_v o Yes‘o'oooo'ooooo] 52/

N
S

S e
ATt N

W, ot

RS
P
H3 e o)

oy bt
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And now:a. few questiows ‘aboutyour - backgrouhd. L s
64A. How 1on9 have:yoy 1ived in Safta Clara- County? coos IN COLUMN.A. L
A .. B R
- ' iy - :
L ‘ l.essthan‘lyear..e......l’ 61/ 1 sy
L . One to.léss than.2 years . . .2 - 2 ‘
. Two-to, less than 3 years N '3
© . Three: to MSS’ than 5 years Y & 4 ~
B R#w#‘Five £0- less than_w~ ears .25 — 85—
‘ e Tenyears or- longer s o v ote B "6
. B. How long have you 'Hved at this address? OODE IN COLUMN B, ABOVE. ‘Beg"‘ Card 36‘7
- T- :_v-,—«124—~ﬂow:mny’peop'le——i_n thfrneighborhood do “you- know -on-a-first-name basis"-‘-'*mst;;'_?t—ff
SRS 5 Some,OF” fust.a-fewr—— i —
R ) ’ - ) * MOSt o . :‘0:0 L R A o'] 48/ Y
. ‘/ — Akﬁ:y TV e e e e e o“v: « o » 2.; ‘.:' Pt
- ;__'/ ’ . ! . SQﬁ!. ¢ o ¢ o ] e o o . o ; . “3 ’
e : - r C Jdustadfew ... L.

12\5. During the past schoo'l vear did you move or change addresses?

YGS..,....J...Z.:‘ 50/

No : . . . . . . . . ] . ] . 2

65. Which of these phrases (HAND CARD 6) best describes how 1ikely it is that
you and your family might move away from Alum Rock wi thin the next two years? -

No............."

126A. Over the last five years, have any of your children ever attended voucher 5% '51 L.
schools? Bl g

_ o P Yes. ... LY s
"ﬁf

R I Car

D

- Y

o g i AR Y \-rt Sy e

Definitely wjn MOVE « ¢ v ¢ o o o oo o 63/-‘

’ SHOW [ - o " Probably wiltmove . . .. .......2 i

Y S . Might move (50/50 chance). . .. ... .3 ° ., "

o Probably will not move . . . ... .. .4

) " Very. unlikely we will move . . . ... . .5

¥ 5
g_j T 66. Altogether. including yourself, how ‘many adults 18 and over live here in this ?
+ household most of the year? . i
64-65/ - }

(No. adults in household)

&

et

Ya
a
2
L3
5
1
B
7
Z
N
4




n

67.- A, '

high school?

have any children who are not yet in school, that is
in school? 1F NO, CIRCLE "0*. IF YES: How many?

Number not yet in school: 7 )
.-NOM-.............O 66-67/' -

8. Do you have any children who are 11V1h§ here, -under 18 and out of .
l£,ﬂ0.-..G!RCLE.£01.~;IFMVES:MHou-@ny?W_.*_A__m-_mw, S 0

- Number out of school:

o —— 6869/
M 'UO“&......‘.‘...,.'.o :\:’3‘

, too yoling

e

W

3 1o
ard it S SV 2

- -
~

£ o
R R

Bl

~68% :‘?fe?“yé:ﬁaik’i ng”fu 1 tine. niow, WOrking part twme,

?étjreﬂ)‘.;gr’can't you findiwork, or what? .

.

MoFking. full ‘time (35 hours of more) . . .

-;(keep.i ng_house).;

[oremrpwrprEe e

TR o R
S D

i

69. A. What kfndiof work (do/did) you normally do?

8. In-what industry is this?

“Working part.time . . . . ... ... ..

Temporarily laid off . . ... c e e
Can't Findwork . . . .. o0 ... L.
Onstrike v . v v v v st e e
Retired . . . . .. ¢ v i v v v v v v
Keeping house . . .(SKIP TO Q.70) . ... .
Other
Specify:

OCCUPATION

73/72/73/74/

s

3

NN
by Ly
3ehd bt En

T

T

v i

St
Kgar) o

INDUSTRY [

|

75/ 76/ 772/

.
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Begin Card 20 B

-

. What is your present age: " WRITE IN: _ ca. 1112/

- IF RESPONDENT REFUSES; PLEASE WRITE IN ESTIMATE ABOVE AND CHECK 80X [ ]

. Yy . . .
What-was the highest grade or-class you completedin school?

Nonetothreegrades...........,. 13/

1
- "Fourto™ seven Tgrades U T L T L . .. L W2
' Eightgrades.............."...3
Nine ‘to-eleven. grades . . . . . ..

S T MAhESCROOTEgradUatE « « L v« v T T b

Junior co‘l'lege«»graduate. R A
Technica'l trade business, and nurs'lng

Some - col'lege, ‘but fiot a graduate PR - |
.Coliege graduate ormone . iy v e e .. 9

°

Are 'you married, single, divo_rse&. Separated, or widowed? -

Married. (ASKQ.73) . . . .. ..}
N Single . .(SKIP 70 Q.78) . . . . .2
Divorced . .(ASKQ.74) . . .. ..3
g - Separated .(ASK Q.74) . ... . .4
Widowed. . .(ASK Q.74) . . .. . .5

LS

Is your (husband/wife) working full time now, working part time, retired,
or can't (he/she) find work, or what?

Working full time (35 hours or more) . . . .
Working part time. . . . .. .. ... ...
Temporarily 1add 0ff . o . o v o 0w v v e .
Can't findwork .’ . . . .. v v v v v s
Onstrike’ . . . ¢ « v v v v v v bt e e
o
Keeping house . : (SKIP T0Q.75) . .. .. .
Other . . . ... it i ii e,
, : SPECIFY=

15/

O N ™ WIN

_74. A. What kind of work (does/did) your (husband/wife) normally do?

8. In.what industry (is/.was) this? ’ ' 16/17/18/°)
«  INDUSTRY

20/21/22

schoo]_ora LT a 0 CH 54 o o __o o _ o0 __o__o 0. .,s.z,-*-__..;_»’-

OCCUPATION . _ i m '

s 2% T e,y

YL
L

[




IF RESPONDENT REFUSES, PLEASE WRITE IN ESTIMATE ABOVE AND CHECK BOX.

76. What was the highest grade or class your (Rusband/wife) completed in school?

Nonetothreegrades......._... I | 25/
Four to seven grades . . . .. . .. .. .. .2
Eight grades . . . . ... ... .00 0003 7

N'“netoelevengrades...".. S
Highschoo!graduate............ . 5

~143- /
, -24- ~ '
What is your (husband‘s/wife s) age? WRITE IN:_ : 2;3-23/

B . ,A,W.Junior conege_graduatew.- e e T

o "”"Technica], trade. business. and nursing-school .7
Some « couggg.; but not 2 graduate . . .. .. ..8

c011e§e -g";aduate or-min "¢ o /s s ee o e e .9 i "‘E
B L T R
/ ’ “

IF INTERVIEWING A WOMAN WH) IS.CURRENTLY MARRIED, WIDOWED, DIVORCED OR SEPARATED
ASK Q.77 ABOUT HER HUSBAND'S FATHER. IF INTERVIEWING A MAN, ASK ABOUT HIS FATHER.

77. What kind of work did your (husband's) father do most 6f his Vife?

_ OCCUPATION ) -
G ) N 26/ 27/28/ 29/
INDUSTRY -
- ' 30/ 31/ 32

¥ N
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ASK_EVERYONE:

Mexican American/Chicano . . . . . . . 1 33
Other white/Anglo. .« v . . « o o . .2
) Black/Negro™ . . .". . . .. T 3 3
HAND Oriental (Japanese/Chinese/ !
CARD . Filipino/Korean) . . . . . . . ... 4 i
. E American Indian . .. .. .
Latin . . . . ... .. e a s
“Other . . .. ... .. c e
Specify:

- =80 ~-Do-you-own~your own home here, or do you rent? , i
OWN o e e e e &
TREME vy e e e J%
81. Would you-please-look at this card and tell me which amount comes closest . ¢§
y to your total family income from all sources last year, before taxes? ) 4
. Include wages, salaries, social security or retirement benefits, help < .
from relatives. or public assistance of any kind. (Just your best guess) i
A. Under.$3,500 . . . . . ... ... 1 36/ ;
B. $3 500-$4,999. . . . . ... w2 L
, C. $5,000-$7,499. . . . ... SR | o
HAND D. $7,500-$9,599. . . . . v .. . .. 4
, CARD E. $10,000-814,999 . . ...... .5 &
£ F. $15,000 or more . . .. ... .. 6 E
G. Refused. . . . . .. .o ... .. 7 §
H. Don't know . . . . ... .. ce .8 :

82. Finally, how many people in total depend on this income?

NEXT, FILL IN THE ITEMS. ON PAGE 26.

¢

PRSNGSRS "
« v

78. Which of the words on the card best describes your race or ethnic background?
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Appendi; C

PARTITIONING OF LINEAR AND NONLINEAR TRENDS IN PARENTS"

SATISFACTION WITH THE ALUM ROCK SCHOOLS AND KEY PERSONNEL

PARTITIONED CHI-SQUARE VALUES TO TEST FOR LINEAR.AND NONLINEAR

Table C.1

TRENDS WiTHIN GROUPS ACROSS SURVEY YEARS (Q30)

Components
. Linear. Trend Nonlinear Trend Total
Parent 2 2 - 2 .
Grcup X linear df p |x  nonlinear df P x“ df P
0ld voucher ::-—- . ’ ]
parents 3.747 1 .19 5.776 277,10 9.523 3 .02
New voucher’
parents 1.380 1 ns 13.165 2 < ,001] 14.545 3 .03
Table C.2
PARTITIONED CHI—SQUARE VALUES. TO TEST FOR LINEAR AND NONLINEAR
< TRENDS WITHIN GROUPS ACROSS SURVEY YEARS (Q8)
Components
Linear f}end Nonlinear Trend Total
Parent 2 7 3
Group X~ linear df - p X nonlinear df F X df P
01d voucher :
parents .009 1 ns 7.758 2 < .025| 7.767 3 .05
New voucher
parents 5.325 1 < .025]  34.205 2 < ,001]39.,530 3 < .001
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PARTITIONED CHI-SQUARE VALUES TO TEST FOR LINEAR AND NONLINEAR
TRENDS WITHIN GROUPS ACROSS SURVEY YEARS (Q9) S

=146~ .

~ ' T&ble C. 3 *

L R VA R LD UL SR WP Y

#7 el

|

Components

" Linear Trend

Nonlinear Trend

[

St avier g, sl A

Total

Pgrent 2
Group |-

df

2 v

X

df

|

v Y e,

X df P

New voucher _
parents

70,18 . 1 ns

15.334 2 < .007

s rn chim

Ewwen oo

15.518 3 .<.002

‘Nonvoucher— |
parents
(cqncrols)

6.263 1

< ,025 | 1.805 2 ns

8.068 3 <.05
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: Appendix D

DISTRIBUTION OF ALUM ROCK STUDENTS BY ETHNICITY, SOCIOECONOMIC -
STATUS, AND SEX (1970-1977)

. - by Roger L. Rasmussen

N

One argument against parental choice'within the public schools
is that it would result’ in increased segregation of students by
etinic group membership, socioeconomic status, or some other signif-'
icant social characteristic. This appendix-examines the distribution _ é
of students émong schools and progrsms in the Alum Rock® School District '
during its five year exgeriment with parent choice, to.determine if
there were any significant trends toward imbalance¢in the distribution
of students by ethnic group, socioeconomic status, or sex. The
results show small increases in ethnic and socioeconomic imba]ance . 'é
_ among schools and progxams during the course of the experiment, '

. Whether or not such increases ‘constitute a strong argument against

parent cholce 1s a matter of interpretation.

e

The'Legal and Political Context

: In 1954, the United States Supreme Court.climaxed a series of

rulings on school segregaticu with the pronouncement that separate.
educational facilities are” inherently unequal and that de jure
segregation of the races is therefore in conflict with the equal
protection clause of - the Fourteenth Amendment:.1 This ruling was —

not actively enforced until’ the Kennedy and Johnson Administrations

Nhaw s s AT e e v

of the 1960s, but since then de jure segregation has been virtually
eliminated in the United States. %
As de jure segregation has withered in the public schools, it
has become increasingly apparent tﬁat racial asd ethnic segregation
is not solely nor even primarily caused b; legal constraints. - ﬁ

Segxegation in residential patterns, for example, has often caused

¥Brown v. Board oy Education, 347 U.S. 483,

¥
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or perpetuated school segregatién even when no leéal barriers to

integration remained. Also, the enrollment of children in private

schools has often contributed to segregation, even though -parents

¢

may not have explicitly sought that effect.

The United States Supreme Court has never ruled on the constitu--

tionality of de facto segregation per se, altﬁough recent cases in
the lower courts have made the distincfion bétween de Jure and de
facto segregation less and less clear.l Varfous policies of local
scﬂoolAauthorifies_have been ruled illegal either because segregadtion

‘was an ‘intended consequence of the policy or because separatist con-

sequences of the policy were probablé and foreseeable. Especially
relevant to the voucher demonstration are recent court rulings on

two types of school polic:les:2

Parent-pupil school selection arrangements, such aé open
enrollment, free tcansfers, and optional attendance zones
are illegal practices to the extent that they result in
move segregation than would some cther educationally sound
and readily available pupil assignment mechanism. <

Segregated classroom assignments and other intra-school
racial disctimination are illegai. In a number of south-
ern cases the courts have held that systems . . . may not
adopt pupil tracking devices that produce intra-schpol
segregation.

P

" These rulings are only part of a growing body of legal precedent

which demands that school policies such as those proposea in the
voucher demonstration be examined in terms of their segregating or
desegregating effect on student enrollmenta.

Political as well as legal considerations 2lso require that any
comprehensive study of parent choice systems include an examination

of the racial and ethnic distributions of students over time. One

1See Flannery (1972).
21bid., p. 13.
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of the major objections to the voucher idea as a system for increasing

parent choice has been that parents could use it as a means to achieve
school segregation, much as southern whites fled the public schools in
the 1960s to form segregated .private academies. This ccncern has been
voiced by many groups in the course of public debate over the voucher
idea.1

fhe segregation problem for voucher systems was explicitly
recognized in the CSPP report, Education Vouchers: To counteract it,
CSPP fecommended a "regulated compensatory" voucher model containing
several provisions that Qould prevent ‘or at least discourage segregated
schools. For example, each school would be allowed to f£ill as much
.as 50 percent of its enrollment by any criteria it wishes, soclong

as these criteria did not discriminate ggainst any racial minority.
Thereafter, tbe school would be required to fill its remain{ng enroll-
ment strictly on the basis of demand, with a lottery system for cases
where demand exceeded supply. Schools also would be given ecenomic
incentives to attract and enroll poorer students, in the form of "com=
pensatory voucher funding based on the number of students enrolled
from low-income families. ‘

The "transitional" voucher model proposed by Alum Rock was even
more strongly regulated than the CSPP model to prevent discrimination
in school enrollment policies. It provided that.all applicants should
be admitted to their first-choice«prograns, with a few exceptions when
program resources were clearly limited or state laws would be violated.
Programs would thus be fequired to expand to meet the demand for enroil-
ment, and could not apply admissions criteria. As in the CSPP recom-
mendation, a "compensatory" voucher incentive was also proposed so that

minischools would benefit financially to the extent that they attracted

and enrolled students from low-income families.

ISee, for example, Mecklenburger and Hostrop (1972). Testimony
and ‘statements of the American Jewish Congress, the Council of Chief
State School Officers, the National Education Association, and the
American Federation of Teachers all raisedi the segregation issue.

3
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As anothet safeguard against segregation, the Office of Economic
Opportunity stipulate& as a condition of its initial grant to Alum
Rock .that "to the extent compatible_&ith Federal legislation, the
éoverning Board: of the Alum Rock School District will insure that

participating schools do not become racially segregated. Should

initial assignment of children indicate imbalance as defined by the *-
State of C&Zifonia,l programs experiepciné heavy undeé; or over-'
application by a particular group will be offered in additional‘buildings
to assure that racial balance is maintained."2 (Emphasis added.) '

. As ‘the OEO-Alum Rock agreement illusffates, the terms ''segrega-
tion" and "imbalance" are frequently treated as synonymous. However,
there are both empirical and legal distinctions between the two con-~
cepts that should be recognized.

The concept of racial or ethnic imba]ance is a relative concept

that requ;tes specification of a larger reference population in terms

of whicb balance or imbalance ‘is to be-defined. Typically, the ref-
erence population is the school district, since the district is the
traditional legal entity that has authority to set and modify school
attendance area policies.3 Defining imbalance in terms of a district's
ethnic characteristics can lead to anomalous situations where com-
plétely segregated schools are labeled as ethnically 'balanced" and
well-integrated schools are labeled as "imbalanced." Such a $ituation
can be illustrated by the example of Linda Vist2 School in Alﬁm Rock °
In October 1974, the student body at Linda Vista School was 33 percent
Spanish-surnamed, 4 péréent black, 3 percent Asian-American, and 61
percent "other“‘(predominantly Caucasians who are not Spanish-surnamed).
Such a mixture of minority and nonminority students does not suggest

that the school should be considered "segregated." Yet Linda Vista

1The reference is to the California Administrative Code Title 5,
Section 14021. Excerpts from Section 14021 are provided later in the
appendix

2OEO Grant 90051, Special Cond*tion 7.

3See Milliken v. Bradley, 418 U.S. 717 (1974) for conditions
under which a cross-district remedy to segregation might be required.

ple
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School stands out as ethnically "imbalanced" when compared with other
schools in the district; because it is the only school in Alum Rock
that is not a predominantly minority. school. ‘
Ethnic group segregatioo and=éthnic group: imbalance are‘also
frequently distinguished in terms, of their legal significance. Perhaps

the most forceful distinction was made by the United States Congress

|
|
in 1964: "'Desegregation' means the assignment of students to public ]
schools and within such schools without regard to their race, color, ﬂ
'religion, or national origin, but 'desegregation shall not mean the. l
assignment of students to public schools in order to overcome racial }

imbalance." nl The United States Supreme Court has made a more modest

distinction between segregation and 1mbalance. "The constitutional .

command to desegregate schoolsﬂdoes'not mean that every school in ,él

every community must always reflect the racial composition of the :

school system as a whole . .~. .[However,] awarenes~ of the racial com- 1

position of the whole schoBI system 1s‘likely to be a useful starting

point in shaping a remedyrto correct past constitutional violations."

(Emphasis added.) A . . ,
The California State-Supreme Court, on the other hand, has tended -

to treat’t terms "segregatlon" and "racial imbalance" as synonymous.

"The right to an equal opportpnity for education and the haroful con-

sequences of segregation require that s¢hool boards take steps, inso-

far as reasonably feasible{’to alleviate racial imbalance in schools

regardless of its cause . . . .School authorities, of course, are not,

required to attain an exact apportioéqent of Negroes among the schools,

and coasideration must be given to the various factors in each case,

including the practical necessities of governmental operation For

example, consideration should be given, on the one hand, to the degree

of racial imbalance in the particular school . . . and, on the other hand,

to such matters as the difficulty and effectiveness of revising school

boundarties so as to eliminate segregation . . . '3 (Emphasis added. )
101v11 Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C., Section 2000c.~ )
2swann v. Board of Education, 402 U.S. 1 (1970). . g
3jackson v. Pasadena City School District, 59 Cal. 2d 876 (1963).

Ly L S
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Whether or rot @ legal distinction is made between "segregation"
v - ~
and "imbalance" seems to depend primarily on;the writer's perception :

that remedies are or are not needed for dc-fbcto segregation. Little
notice has been given to the broblem of ‘relativity in i;fining
h 4

oy ower

imbalance. . . -

4 - ’

Measuring Imbalance

——

One canyot deterinine whether racial or ethnic imbalance has

Y

Aincreased or decreased without using some kind of quantitative-
measure. Numerous measures have been propos’ed,1 but none is uni- ;
versally accepted. ‘Two indicators of racial ahd ethnic group balance”

or imbalance are used in the analyses that follow. . -

g v k-
Los= (2, i llAij

imbalance that measures the percentage of gstudents who would have to

I)ZN is a statistical measure of

change location (i.e.,\school or program) to aghieve identical ethnic

proportions in each location in the district A, = actual firequency

ij
of students in each ethnic gvoup and location, Eij

quency of students in each ethnic group and location if ethnic group

= expected ffre-

proportions were identical everywhere' k = number of ethnic preups;

[ number of locationS' N = total number of students in schools or

programs being considered 2 . ,

v
-

2. The "15 pergent” criterion of imbalance contained in the
administratrve Code of California, Title 5, Section 14021:

‘For exampie, see Taeuber and Taeuber (1965). Appendix A
discusses several proposed measures of racial segregation.. Also
see Zoloth (1974).

2For a single 1ocation and two or three ethnic groups, S, =
(£§=1|foij - fei |)/2N1 can be interpreted as the degree of imbalance
-for the. most imbalanced ethnic,groupﬂ\ S is simply a weighted average
of the Sj. (This measure was suggested by Otis Dudley Duncan. See
‘Taeuber and Taeuber p. 30.) .

< . &
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-« « « & racial or ethnic imbalarnice is. indicated Zn a -
gehoal if the percentage of pupils of one or more racial

- or .ethnic groups differs by -more- than 15 percentage points .

—_ ’*““"’that in aZZ the schools of the, digtrict.l (Emphasis added).

L}

e é\‘ .
In 1972, for example A%EQ_ggck was 51 percenthpanlsh-surnamed _—
12 pertent black, and 37 perc:::e//;ae;!n That year,. any school - ::3
with less than 36 percent or Yrethan 66 pepcent Spanishrsurnamed -

e e .

fﬁ#c“cstwdents«ﬂiesS"than 227p percent or more > than 52 ‘percent” "othar" _

—~——‘”3t'a"ts, “or more than 27 percent black atudents would have been

.
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:‘mfﬂconsidered~racially imbalanced. B
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’Data Sources and Their Quality
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Two primary sources of data have been used in this appendix:
data from official Alum Rock disgrict records and data {rom .
C. M. Leinwand Associafes, the Data. Management Pontractor for the
voucher demonstratron. -Table D 1 summarizes each 0* the specific

e- used.

. LAY

¢
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Alum k District Data

The district.has conducted & r~cial and ethnic survey of its
»stu&ent population each October since 1966, as required by the ~

N L A e

California State Board of Education and the L.ited States Office of

L

‘Civil Rights. The metncds for congucting.this survey and the racial/

LTy LT P YR g Wy s
ey
R

ethnic categori... used have varied somewhat from year to yvear and from

4 - -

. school to school.

This is the measure of ethnic imbalance that Alum Rock and OEO
. agreed to use in their initiqlﬂggggher_contract._eLater -_in the-same- — - —~————
e -——yeat—Section1402) was Tepealed by a statewide public initiative ’ ;
(Propesition 21), In 1975, however, the initiative was repealed by ) ;
tile courts (Santa Barbara Sehool District v. Superior Court of Santa :
Barbaia County, 13 C. 3d 315-348), and Section 14021 was reinstated.
Despite th- turbulent legal ‘history -of this Code provision, it con-
tinues -to be a useful method for identifying schools that differ

significantly from the overall ethnic composition of their district.
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Table D.1

DAIA SOURCES

e

> T—

Number Number

of of
Type of Data Grouped by _ _Source vZ,Dg;ég.;-uSchoolsa::Studentsb
T~ Ethnicity = “School District - Oct. 1970 24 16,077
) Oct. 1971 24 15,863
Oct. 1972 24 15,403
‘Oct. 1973 25 15,108
Oct. 1974 25 .- 14,952
. Oct. 1975 ~ 25 . 14.,513
L Oct. 1976 24 13,851
" Ethnicity Minischool - Leinwand June 1973 6 3,995
Lt June 1974 13« 8,483
. Jine 1975 14 9,204
June 1976 14 - 8,751
\ . ) June 1977° -~ 9 29,4850
"Eligibility for "Minischool Leinwand _ June 1973 6 3,854
compensatory , . June 1974 13 8,483
voucher - . ’ Dec. 1974 14 9,322
Sex -Minischool Leinwand . June 1973 6 3,854
: ' . June 1974 13 8,483
. Oct. 1974 14 9,136

.

aExcluding Mt. Hamilton, an isolated one-classroom school for
children of the staff at Lick Observatory. S~

bIncludid% “special education” students not assigned to mini-
schools and student records with blank or miscoded school, minischool,
or ethnic data.

Before the beginning of the demonstration; each classroom teacher--
was ;c3p onsible for classifying each of his or her students into one
of. the specified racial or ethnic groups and reporting the frequency
distribution to the district. The district. then aggregated these data
and reported them for schools and for the district as a whole. This
method of conducting the_curvey is still used at the nonvoucher. schools

“in Alum Rock. o
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- -—-———gince the beginning of the demonstration, C.” M. Leinwand

For the voucher schools (and any nonvqucher éqbools ‘that wished
to participate), a computerized student information system was begun
in 1972-73. This system, known originally as RECAP (Regional Educa-
tional Center for Automated Pfoceséing) and later as ARAS (Alum Rork

[} N .
Attendance System), maintains a record for each studeat that includes

his or her ethnicity, residential location, and school(s) and mini-
scﬁool(s) attended. School secretaries have the major responsibility
for keeping ‘the student dafa up to date. ' ,
Both the hand-tally method and the computerized method have had

bﬁeir weaknesses. It is impossible to check from hand-talliéd data
whether teachers are classifying students accurately or consistently,
sincg the ethnicities of individual students are not recorded. On
the other hand, the computerized student.record system has been
weakened by missing data. In most cases, care and diligence by the
district have brought missing ethnic data doén to a percent or two
cf the total enrollmeut at each school, and the ethnic data for
voucher schools can usually be considered at least as complete and
accurate as for nonvoucher schools. ‘

. An exception occurred in the fall of 1973, when a few hundred’

missing ethnic codes were not tracked down and changed, but were «

treated in the-district's ethnic report as "other,'" an ethnic category

which includes non-Spanish-surnamed Caucasians and nonwhites who were

not‘black, oriental, or American Indian. This caused the proportion .
of Spanish—surname& and black students to be substantially understated
in some schools and slightly understated for the district as a whole.
For some schools it was possible to- separate out the missing data

and base our analysis only on students whose ethnicities were coded.
For other schools this wés not possible, and the "other" ethnic
category remains overstated by an unknown but (we believe) small

amount.

Data from the Data Management Contractcr (Leinwand)

Associates of Newton, Massachusetts, has been under direct contract

from the NationallInstitute of Education to compile and maintain
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_ drmographic data on students, parents, and teachers. The primary
Source for Leinwand's student files is the district's own student
xgeord system. . For this reason, Leinwand's student files necessarily
Suffer some of the same weaknesses as the district s, Namely, there
gre problems of missing data, and the’ constant turnover of students
makes. reconstruction difficult. However, the Leinwand student fiies
are periodically updated and improved as weaknesses ete identified.

. By the spring of each school year, most of the data probléms have
heen'workei‘out and the'Léinwand files represent our most accurate
eource'of information about students in the voucher schools.

) For our analysis of the distribution of students among programs,
“the June (Period 10) student files-have been used each year. We feel
the end-of-year data are the most accurdte because enrollments are

* stable and thete‘has been adequate time to check out miqsing and
inconsistent data. ”he percentage of records on the Leinwand student
files that centain blank or miscoded schecol, minischool, or ethnic
data was 1 1.3 p2rcent in June 1973, 0.9 percent in June 1974, -and 0.0
percent”in June 1975. '

Changes in student” demographic characteristins from fall to~spring
of each year tend o be small (usually no mo: . than a few percent),
since the ethnic .omposition of the district is cﬁénging only slowly .
aud student transfers’among voucher minischools have been confined
largely to the summers. ‘ o ' P -

.
v . 4 ’

L . Y
o« \r -

Lthnic Composition of,Alum Rock's Total Student Population o

- . .

& .
Y . e - . IS 4

Tﬁz ethnic composition’of‘a di%trictﬂs total student popuiatian
is the norm against which imbalance is customarily measured. Table A
D.2 shows the proportion of Spanish-surnamedy black, and "other"
students enro)led in Alum Rock each year from'1?70-7lnto‘1976-~77.1
During this period, the total number of stndents inthe district

g

declined 14 percent; the proportion of Spanish-surnamed students

-— -

1The category "other" has consisted predominantly of Caucasians
who are not Spanish~surnamed, but also includes a small proportion
of Oriental, Pacific Island, and American Indian students.

182
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) _ Table D.2 -

ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF THE‘ALUM ROCK STUDENT POPULATION,
OCTOBFR 1970 TO OCTOBER 1976
(In percent)

-

. Year ' - ° .

Ethnic Growp | 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 o
Spanish-surnamed | 47.2  49.5  5i.3 52,2  53.3 55.1  57.2 -
‘Black . 10.1 ~ 11.0 11.5 121  12.2 11.9 - 1i.5 -
Other 42,7 39.5 _37.2 _35.7 _34.5 33.0 _31.3 i
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 ;
Number 16,077 15,863 15,403 14,860 14,952 14,513 13,851 :
SOURCE: Official District Records. « o
NOTE: %Excludes students at Mt. Hamilton Schéol, an isolated - P

cne-classroom school for children of the staff of Lick Observatory.

'

increased from 47 to 57 percent; and the proportion of black students %
varied between 10 and 12 percent. The trend toward fewer total students C
and an increased enrollment of Spznish~surnamed students has been a

long-term, gradual trend which seems to have been unaffected by the

s ~
voucher demonstration. : - ;

/ . -

Ethnic Imbalance Among Schools

i

Data from the 1970-76 period do not show any trend toward increased

. ethnic imbalance among schools because of the voucher demonstration.

i 7, Using Duncan's measure of imbalance (S - EZ!A - E|/2N), the amount
of imbalance among schools in Alum Rock declined from 13.3 percent to
11,0 oercént‘between October 1970 acd October 1976. During the period
of the voucher_demonstration (1972-1976), the amount of‘impalance
among schools oatied between 10.7 and 11.7 percont with no apparent

trend (see Table D.3).




Table D.3.

MAGNITUDE Oy ETHNIC IMBALANCE AMONG SCHOOLS,

. OCTOBER 1970 TO OCTOBER 1976

LY "":
Year

Item 11970 . 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976

Percent of
_students? | 13,3 12,3 11,1 107 11.0 11.7 11.0
Number of . : .
students |16,077 15,863 15,403 14.860 14,952 14,513 13,851
. SOURCE: Official District Records.

#percent of students who would have had to be exchanged among
schuols to achieve an identical ethnic distribution in each school
in the district. .

) Using California's 15 percent criterion for ethnic imbalance,

the total number of imbalanced schooié in Alum Rock varied betwee; 3

and 9 during the 1970-76 pefiod. 0f these, only two schools became

imbalanced during their pericd of participation in the voucher demon-

stration, and only one remzinéd imbalanced. 'Goss School went from
14.8 percent out of balance in 1971 to 15.6 percant in 1972, then

dropped back to 13.2 percent in October 1973, climbed above 15 percent

in the spring of 1974, then dropped to 12.5 percent the next fall and

stayed there.

McCollam School went from 9.6 to 15.3 percent out of

balance in its third year of participation in the ‘demonstration (1974),

'anducontinued.out’bfabalanceﬂthrough the spring of 1976.

Three othey voucher schools (Conniff, Maﬁhson, and Mayfair) were

out of balance during the demonstraticn, but each of these schools had

been out of balance before the demonstration began, and the extent of

their irl,alance did not change éppreciably over the 1970-76 period.

(Table D.4 shows the magnityde of imbalance by year for all schools

in Alum Rock that were more than 15 percent out of balance during the
1970-76 period.)
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i Table D.4

3 DEGREE CF ETHNIC IMBALANCE BY YEAR FOR ALL SCHOOLS THAT WERE i
3 IMBALANCED AT -ANY TIME DURING THE 1970-76 PERIOD . —
: / D
2 Year ”
; School . 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 B
; 1972 Voucher Schools - ‘
{ Goss 17.1 14.8 . 15.6 13.2 * 12.5 12.5 10.8 ;
i McCollam 8.4 9.6 7.7 9.6 15.3 15.6 14.4 !
2“ .1973 Voucher Schools 1%
Arbuckle 14.1 15.1 14.2 12.5 10.9 11.9 9.8
; Conmuiff 21.3 22,1 19.3 22.8 23.6 21.6 -ve i
Mayfair 22,9 21.0 17.8 16.7 19,5 21.2 19.2
1974 Voucher Schools | . . .
- ° thson 19.5 21.0 19.3 17.7 20.1 19.3 15.6 g
52 9
Nonveucher Schools . i
Cureton 7.5 9.4 9.4 8,7 13.0 _ 16.0 8.0 .
4 George 10.5 17.2 18.4 12.8 15.0 15.2 14.0 '
o Linda Vista 30.6 33.0 32.4 31.2 29.2 27.4 28.0

4 Rogers 16.9 11.6 16.0 9.1 17.6 10.5 10.7

P Ryan 23.5 19.5 14.3 15.0 13.7 9.2 11.1

San Antonio 28.7 17.7 15.0 20.0 . 24,2 23.3 21.3 .
. Slonaker 10.4 19.3 15.9 22,0 16.3 1’8.1 18.0 :
; " Number of : . .
Imbalanced Schcols 8 9 8 6 8 9 5

N Number of Schools 2% 24 2% 25 25 25 24

s SOURCE: Official District Records, October 1370 to October 1976.
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£thnic Imbalance Among Programs

b . Over the first four years of the demonstration (1972-76), there
%LTM was slightly more imbalance among programg1 than there was among

schools alone, and there was also a slight movement toward increased
imbalance among minischool programs. In the fifth year of the - - ,-,é
demonstration (1976-77), the number of minischool programs-was cut jﬁé
from 50 to 20, éausing the degree of imbalance amcng schools and
programs to deciine to about the 1972-73 level. Throughout the . .
demonstration, the most imbalanced programs tended to.be thuse with . ;
a bilingual/bicu%tural or multicultural theme. ) ) .

Using Duncan's measure of imbalance (S = EXIA - E]2N), the total

amount of imbalance among schools and programs in. Alum Rock climbed
from 11.5 percent in 1972-73 to 12.9 percent in 175-76, and then
dropped back to 11.6 percent in 1976-77 vhien the number of mini-
school programs was cut from 50 to 20 ksee Table D.5). These figures
are slightly higher than those obtained when schools were the units
of analysis (compare Tables D, 3 and D.5), but the overall conclusion
is similar: The total effect of pavent choice on etknic imbalance

Table D.5

"+ MAGNITUDE OF ETHNIC IMBALANCE /MONG SCHOOLS AND PROGRAﬁS,
. JUNE 1973 TO JUNE 1977

Year . v
Item _ 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 S
Percent of students® 11.5 11.9 12.6 12.9 11.6
Number of students 15,403 14,421 14,573 14,000 13,523
Number of programs 40 57 62 61 35

SOURCE: Official District Reecnrrds ,and DMC student files.

aPercent: of students who would have had to be exchanged among R
" “schools or programs to “achieve an identical ethnic distribution in ’
each schoql and program in the district.

R

-“Each nonvoucher school was counted as one program.

_ 18
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in Alum Rock was relatively mino¥ during the 1973-77 period, but the
degree of imbalance did increese slaghtly as the number of programs
increased, ’ : °

Applying California's 15 percent criterion to program: rather
than schools, the proportion of imbalanced minischools in Alum Rock
- was 23 percent in Year 1, 22 percent in Years 2 and 3, 28 percent in
Year , and 15 percent in Year 5. (Table D.6 shows the magnitude of
imbaiance by year for all ﬁinischools that were imbalanced during
the 1972-73 through 1976~77 period.)

‘Twenty-two different minisbhools were out of balance at one
time or another during the demoﬁstration, but some were much more
consistently and substantially o?t of balance than others. Ranking
programs By their average level of imbalance (see Table D.7) shows
that’six of the seven most imbalanced programs were bilingual/bicultural
or multicultural programs. These six programs averaged 28 percent
cut of balance during their 16 program-years of existence a very high
figure relative to the district average of 12 percent.

In justification of bilingual/bicultural programs, Hﬁw requires
that students with lew fluency in English be provided with speeial

language instruction: .

Where inability to speak nd underztand the English
language excludes national origin - minority group
children from effective participation in the educational
program offered by a school district, the district must
take affirmative steps to rectify the language deficiency
in order to open its instructional program to these
students.l

0

>

However, this does not mean that the federal objective of school
gesegregaéion is to be set aside in the case of non-English-speaking
students. In fact, the HEW guidelines suggest a specific resolution

to the conflict between special needs of non-English-speaking students ' ,
and the goal of integrated ublic education:

‘()

135 Fed Reg 11595, This guideline was cited in Lau v. Nichols,
414 U,S, 563, as one of the leg:1 bases for the decision,
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Table D.5
. .
DEGREE OF ETHNIC IMBALANCEa BY YEAR FOR ALL PROGRAMS THAT
WERE IMBALANCED AT ANY TIME DURING THE 1972-77 PERIOD

1972- 1973~ 1974- 1975-
School and Program - 1973 1974 1975 1975

Arbuckle Bilingual - - 16.1
Arbuckle Traditional/Action 18.7 14.5 20.6

Conniff Bilingual/Bicultural 28.9 29.1° 29.3
Cureton Bilingual/Bicultural _— - -

Dorsa Communication Plus , 8.1 8.6 7.7
Fischer Bilingual/Bicultural - 38.0 39.6

Goss Activ-Centered/Learn Unlim  17.8 15.7 14.0 10.7
Goss Developmental /READ' ) 16.9 °~ 18.5 13.2 15.0
Goss Seventh Grade/Tomorrow Today 14.0 15.8 2.7 14.6

Hubbard Adventures in Learning 10.2  16.4

Mathson Communicatisns & Cultures 22.7 23.3

Mathson Learning Odyssey 18.5 %6.1
36.5 36.5

16.4 1

Mayfair Kindergarten Plus First
Mayfair Learning
Mayfair Maximum Exposure
Mayfair People to People

Mayfair Bilinguhligiculcural

ee/Schoolhouse

McCollam Continuous/Nongraded
McCollam Enrichment
McCollam Traditional/BEST

Miller-Multi-Cultural Arts 24.6

Pala Math/Science 5.3
Numbé; of Imbalanced Programs 5 14

Number of Programs - 22 50 20

18.3

~NOW O ONW LN O oS

SOURCES: DMC Student Files, 10th Period (June 1973 to June 1977);
Official District Records (October 1972 to October 1976).

NOTE: Program level data from voucher schools were combined with
school level data from nonvoucher schools to comnute district norms
for ethnic balance. x

aDifference between school and district etKnic proportions for the
-- -ethnic group whose nroportions were most different from the distrct
average. . . -
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i i Table D.7
: MOST ETHNICALLY IMBALANCED PROGRAMS, 1972-1977
Program ) Averags Imbalance®
Fischer Bilingual/Bicultural . 38.8
" Mayfair Bilingual/Bicultural 35.5 :
Conniff Biiingual/Bieultural ‘129.1
McCollam Envichment 29.0
Cureton Bilingual/Bicultural . 27.4
Miller Multi-Cultural Arts ) L 22.5
Mathson Communicatioas & Cultures : . 21,9
Mayfair Maximum Exposure < 20.8
Mayfair Learning Tree/Schoolhouse 18.6
« Arbuckle Tradfgioﬁal/Action . 17.9
‘layfair People to People  ° 6.7
Arbuckle Bilingual . 15.4 :
Mathson Learning Odyssey " 15.4
Mayfair Kirdergarten Plﬁs.First 15.1

SOURCE: Table D.b. .

aDifference between school and district ethnic propor- -
tions for the ethnic group whose proportions were most
different from the district average.

v

Any ability grouping or.tracking system employed by
— the school system to de» ! -with the special language skiil
needs of national ‘origin ~ minority 3roup children must be
designed to meet such language skill needs as soon as °
possible and must not operate as an educational dead-end
or permanent track.

The bilingual minischools in Alum Rock did not profess to be temporary
programs that students were to lazave when they had attaired sufficient
fluercy in English. Rather, students were eicouraged . to remain in

¢ these programs as long as they wished.

I 189
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Solutions other than making bilinghal programs short—term pro-
grams can be imagined. Vigorous'recruitment of non-Spanish-surnamed
students who would like to learn Spanish might reduce minority '
imbalance in bilingual programs. Offering bilingual instruction in
_programs not specifically labeled "bilingual/bicultural" might also
reduce the tendency of students and parents to perceive certain
programs as being primarily or only for Spanish-surnamed students;
Limiting enrollment of Spanish-surnamed students in any bilingual
program to 60 percent (forcexample) might be another solution to the
problem, although such a Jlimit could conflict with the ideal of

parent choice.

Distribution of Students:by Socioeconomic Status

Many critics of parent choice have been concerned that it might
increase racial and ethnic segregation within the schools, but some
have also suggested that parent choice could increage socioeconomic
segregation among students, and that such segregation could diminish
opportunities for students from less brivileged families. To test
whether the system of parent choice in Alum Rock increased the level
of socioeconomic ségregation among students, trends in the distribu-
tion of students from low-income families were examined.

i The measure of socioeconomic status used in this study was

students' eligibility for compensatory voucher funding. It the first

year of the voucﬁer demonstration, 40.5 percent of the voucher students‘
were eligible for compensatory vouchers. In Year 2, eligibility for
compcnsatory vouchers jumped to 61.1 oercent, becausehthe schools

that entered the demonstration that year tended ‘to be from poorer
neighborhoods. In Year 3, €3.0 percent of the voucher students were
eligible for coqpensatory vouchers (see Table D.8). «

Using eli ,ibility for compensatory vouchers\as an indicator of

low socioeconcuic status, the percentage of students who would have
had to béngchanged among minischools to achieve an identical SES 1
- distribution in each program was 9.0 in Year 1, 9.3 in Year 2, and -

«
3

I3




i -165-
. o - .
Table D.8 . .
\ ' STUDENT ELIGIBILITY FOR COMPENSATORY VOUCHERS
BY YEAR, 1972-73 TO 1974-75
. -
' Year ~
Category 1972-73  1973-74  ¥974-75
Eligible students (k) 40.2 61.1 63.0
Ineligible students (%) 59.5 38.9 37.0
Total - 100.0 100.0 100.0
: Number of students .3797 8260 * 9030

s
~

©

11,7 in Year 3,1 Thus the total amount of socioeconomic imbaiancn_

among programs was comparable to the total amount of ethnic_imbalanée
. 1in -the district. g ‘ B )

<

Using a 15 percent criterion to identify individual programs as
SES imbalanced,_the proportion of imbalanced programs was 23 perceﬂE
in Year 1, 20 percent in Year 2, and 27 percent in Yea£~3. The SES-
imbdianéed programs tended to cluster by school, suggests hg that <the
imbalance was due more to socioeconomic differences among neighbor-
hoods than to the characteristics of the programs themselves, In
general, SES—imbalanced programs were not necessarily ethnically
imﬁﬂlanced nor were ethnically imbalanced programs necessarily SES
imbalanced.- (Table D.9 shows the degree of SES imbalance by year
for all programs that were imbalanced during the 1972-75 period,)

v

é Distribution of Students by Sex

Just'as parent choice could affect the ethnic or soéiéeconomic
distribution of students. it could" also affect the distributinn of
boys and girls among programs, particularly if some programs were
oriented toward subject matters traditionally associateg with one of

the sexes. The data, however, do, not suggest that sex imbalance was

1Analyses of SES and sex distribution were done only for the first
three years of the demonstration.

'191.\ '
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Table D.9

v

@

DEGREE QOF SES IMBALANCE BY YEAR FOR' ALL PROGRAMS THAT
WERE IMBALANCED AT ANY TIME DURING THE 1972-75'PERIOD

«

-

1972~

1973- 1974~
High-SES Programs 1973, 1974 1975
McCéIiam Continuous/Nongraded 2.0 7.5 - 16.2
McCollam Enrichment 16,8 33.6 48.9
Pala Creative Arts 17.8 19.1 16.1
Pala Fine .rts 16.4 .20.9 22.9
Path Math/Science , 12.8 22.4 14.7
Pala Three Rs ’ 24,5 34.8 28.9
Low=-SES Programs
éxbuckle Introduction to Life —-— 14.15 -17.7
Arbuckle' Learn by Doing - 13.2 19.0
* Arbuckle Learning for Life - — 20.38 28.7
Arbuckle Traditicnal/Action - . - 25.8 27.4
Dorsa Communication Plus - 12,17  29.2
. Dorsa World of Fine Arts .0 - 13.6 22.8
Hubbard Adyentures in Learning - 9.1  15:4
Mathson Coinmunication$ & Cultures - - 19.8
Mayfair Bilingual/Bicultural - 13,0  18.1
. Mayfair Kindergarten Fius First -~ 20.4 14.4
Mayfair Maximum:Exposure Y e 17.0 . -
Miller Multi-Culturdl Arts - 194 1.5 2.5
Number of Imbalanced Programs . , 5 "9 14
_ Number of Programs - _° 22 .45 51°

g
s

-, SOURCE: DMC Student Files, June 1973,<June 1974, Decenber

1974, °

NOTE: Data from voucher sSchools' only were used in com-

puting the norms for-SES imbalance, and the SES composition
of the voucher school group changed sharply from 1972-:;3 to

1973~74., Thus the’imbalance figures for these two years

are not ‘diredtly comparable, °

o
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. a serious problem among the minischool programs offered in- Alum Rock.\.
The percentage of students who would have had to “be exchanged to
‘equalized the distribution of sexes in each minischool was 4,1 in
Year 1, 3. 3 in Year 2, and 4.0 in Year 3 " The proportion of ‘'sex-
imbalanced" programs (those more than 15 percent from the norm) was
5-percent in Year 1, 2 percent in Year 2, and 8 percent in Year 3.

In all the sexdimbalanced schools, the majority of students were
boys. One minischool (Pala "Math-Science") had a disproportionate A
enrollment of boys in each of tﬁe first three years of the demonstra-
tion. Only 22 percent of the students in the Math-Science program
were female during the first“year of the dqnonstration, only 31 per-
cent were female in the second year, and only 33 percent were.female
in the third year, compared to a 48 to 49 percent figure for all the
voucher schools. Three other minischools (Mayfair "Kindergarten Plus
Fitst;" McCollam “Enrichment," and Meyer ''School 2000") showed
enuéeally large enrollments of boys in October 1974, the third year
of the demonstration. Each of these programs was only 32 or 33 per-

. cent female in October 1974.1

. s
Summary -

a

The primary purpose of this appendix has been to measure and
describe changes in the racial or ethnic distribution of students -
in Alum Rock during the five years of the so-called voucher demonstra-
‘tisn. The central concept is that of ethnic "balance" or "imbalance,"
defined empirically in terms of deviations from an identical ethnic
distribution in each school or program in the district. Racial or’
ethnic imbalance is not necesse Ily the same thing asrracial or
ethnic segregation, either empirically or legally. However, there
is widespread agreement that it’would héve been an argument against

perent choice if substantial imbalance in the racial or ethnic

In no minischool was the distribution of students by sex as
uneven as for "special education" classes, which ranged between 72
and 80. percent male during the first three years of demonstration.

- . 193, .
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) distribution of students among schools -or programs had developed during

© o -

the Alum Rock demonstration,
During the period from 1970-71 to 1976-77, Alum Rock's enroll-

ment of Spanish—surnamed students increased from 47 to 57 percent and ' 'j

4the district s enrollment’ of black students varied from 10 to 12 per-

cent. Thus\the district as a whole was becoming increasingly a

"minority" district, a long-term trend over which the district had

relatively 1little control. ‘
While the proportion of minority students in the district was

slowly but steadily climbing,’the degree of imbaZanoe-in the ethnic’

distribution of students among schools remained relatively low during
the period from 1970-71 to l975-77. That. is, the proportions of

students from each ethnic group at each school tended to be near the }~§

district average.” The degree of ethnic imbalance @Gmong programs é

tended to be only slightly higher than the degree of imbalance among ' e

schools. However,,thewdegree—of -imbalance among programs did

increase slightly as the number of programs increased.

A few schools and programs were éxceptions to the general
finding of little ethnic¢ imbalance in Alum Rock. Of special interest .

.'f were programs with a strong bilingual or?multicultural emphasis, in

e - which the ideal of. special programs for students not fluent in
English seemed to be in conflict with the district s goal of ethnic

balance in each minischool. T e : B

. . Student distributions among ndnischnol orograms by sex and by f‘AL,

eligibility for compensatory vouchers (a rough indicator of low sccio-

economic status) were-also examined. The magaitude of "SES imbalance"

among programs was slightly less than the magmitude of ethnic imbalance

" during the first three years of the demonstravion. Ethnically imbal-

anced programs yere not neces8arily SES imbalanced, and vice versa.

. The magnitude of sex imbalance among programs was quite small, with -

-, a few programs tending to attract an unusually large proportion of _E

_boys. Statistics on SES’ imbalance and sex imbalance should be inter-

ability or undesirability of a trend toward imbalance in any student
characteristic other than ethnicity.

“
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